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Abstract:
Spatial assimilation theory presents a dilemma for community-based organizations (CBOs) in
ethnic enclaves, especially those CBOs that assist enclavers-residents of ethnic enclaves-in
building assets such as increased earnings or English fluency. The theory suggests that as
immigrants build assets they are more likely to leave ethnic enclaves in search of more amenity-
rich neighborhoods. Thus, the very people that could be leaders in community revitalization are
also the most apt to leave, interrupting the potential positive benefits they could have on the
community by, for example, spending money in community, creating businesses that employ
community members, or serving on the local Parent-Teacher Association. To better understand
residential mobility in ethnic enclaves in Lawrence, Massachusetts, this thesis analyzes results of
a survey of Lawrence enclavers to identify which factors were important to enclavers in choosing
a home both when they first moved to Lawrence and now. Further, this thesis identifies factors
that Lawrence meets particularly well and factors that leave room for improvement across
several points in time. Contrary to spatial assimilation theory, the findings of this thesis suggest
that as enclavers build assets they are actually more likely to plan to stay in Lawrence because
they are able to improve their living conditions within the enclave and still maintain wanted
social and cultural connections. This implies that the dilemma Lawrence CBOs face may be less
problematic than originally thought. However, this thesis also discovered that there were
enclavers that built assets and planned to leave Lawrence. Most likely their mobility decisions
stem from dissatisfaction with public schools and neighborhood safety. This thesis recommends
that Lawrence CBOs pursue initiatives that seek to improve schools and neighborhood safety
while expanding the reach of community-based organizations and empowering enclavers.
Thesis Advisor: Professor Lorlene Hoyt
Title: Assistant Professor of Technology and Planning
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
I first visited Lawrence, Massachusetts in January of 2006 when I interviewed for an
internship position at Lawrence CommunityWorks, a community development
corporation in the city. As I walked through the streets of downtown Lawrence and the
North Common neighborhood, I was struck by the number of signs in Spanish,
Dominican eateries, and Latin clubs. Lawrence, the second largest Dominican
community in the U.S., not surprisingly reminded me of the south side of Providence,
Rhode Island, the U.S.'s third largest Dominican community and the site of my
undergraduate thesis research on ethnic enclaves and their potential to revitalize
neighborhoods. Lawrence, like South Providence, seemed closer to a Latin American
city than a city in New England. People spoke Spanish on the street, and salsa music
blasted from cars. Dominican and Puerto Rican flags hung from windows. There was
energy in the air. While Lawrence is a vibrant city in many ways, signs of poverty and
crime dot its neighborhoods. Vacant lots filled with both working and broken-down cars
speckle some of Lawrence's blocks. Graffiti tags several buildings. Enormous turn-of-
the-century mills stand half alive with their windows cracked and broken and struggling
businesses inside.
As I learned more about Lawrence through my internship at Lawrence CommunityWorks
and as a graduate assistant for MIT@Lawrence, a university-community partnership
between the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Lawrence, I came to understand
that a strong and growing network of non-profits, and more recently MIT, were working
to improve living conditions in Lawrence by helping Lawrencians build assets. That is,
they were helping Lawrencians increase their skills and wealth by learning English and
financial management tools, improving their education, finding a higher paying job, or
purchasing a home. By supporting individuals and families as they build assets,
community-based organizations not only help to improve the lives of those residents, but
they also build a stronger more vital community. Lawrencians that build assets are the
people who may reinvest those assets in the community, maintain their property, and
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become community leaders, thereby improving Lawrence as a place. They are the
community members that have the means and capacity to make a real difference in their
community. In this way, community-based organizations in Lawrence were facilitating
urban revitalization by capitalizing on the vitality of ethnic enclaves and offering
opportunities for their residents.
At the same time, I began to ask myself, as a person with a wide range of choices of
where I could live, would I want to live in an ethnic enclave like Lawrence? Would I call
Lawrence with its high levels of poverty and decaying infrastructure home? My answer
was probably not. Which led me to another question, if I would not want to live in
Lawrence, why would others choose to live in Lawrence? Is it because they had no other
place to go? Or were there real factors that made Lawrence an attractive place to live for
those people with a choice? These questions inspired my research in Lawrence.
Context
Over the last thirty years Lawrence, Massachusetts experienced a dramatic demographic
transformation from a declining working-class ethnic white city to majority Latino city,
which nearly in its entirety could be considered an ethnic enclave. Most of these new
Lawrencians arrived from the Dominican Republic or Puerto Rico. The causes of the
demographic transformation in Lawrence date back to deindustrialization in the first half
of the 2 0 th century. Push factors from the Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico
combined with pull factors in the U.S. and Lawrence to fuel the creation of an ethnic
enclave in Lawrence.
At the turn of the 1 9 th Century, Lawrence was the largest worsted wool manufacturer in
the world. However, only twenty years later the beginnings of industrial change signaled
Lawrence's decline as its mills moved to the South and abroad. The same phenomena of
suburbanization and urban renewal that affected larger cities, affected Lawrence as well.
Lawrence's population bottomed out in 1980. Yet, this demographic void created the
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conditions-inexpensive, plentiful housing, low-wage jobs, and underdeveloped local
retail-for ethnic enclave formation.
At the same time that deindustrialization left Lawrence depressed, political and economic
unrest in the Dominican Republic and stagnant economic conditions in Puerto Rico
fueled an exodus from those islands. Because of Puerto Rican's U.S. citizenship, the
U.S.'s proximity to the Caribbean, and a strong U.S. economy, the U.S. became the
primary destination for Puerto Ricans. Dominican immigration to the U.S. only really
started to grow with the passage of the U.S. Hart-Cellar Immigration Act of 1965, which
abolished country-specific quotas on immigration. Once the U.S. liberalized its
immigration policy, Dominicans moved to the U.S. in large numbers for both economic
and political reasons.
Large numbers of Puerto Ricans and Dominicans did not settle in Lawrence initially,
though several struggling Lawrence mills did recruit Puerto Rican and Dominican
immigrants for low-wage jobs. These first few immigrants brought with them friends and
family, and by 1970 the makings of a small ethnic enclave could be seen in Lawrence.
With this enclave, Lawrence became a potential destination for immigrants who had
originally moved to New York, but now sought cheaper housing, less noise and density,
and jobs in Lawrence's fledging mills and the region's service sector. As the enclave
grew, characteristics such as the use of Spanish, the availability of ethnic foods, and local
ethnic networks that could help recent immigrants find housing and jobs drew even more
immigrants.
As Lawrence has become a majority Latino city, several community-based organizations
have developed services-English language classes, financial education, affordable
housing, and matched savings programs-that seek to boost the skills and wealth of
Lawrence residents, especially enclavers-residents of the ethnic enclave. In part
through the work of these organizations and in part through new immigrants own
initiative and a generally strong national economy, a growing Latino middle class in
Lawrence began to develop. At the same time, Lawrence has seen poverty rates drop and
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homeownership rates increase. However, the mobility of these enclavers with assets
poses a dilemma for community-based organizations in Lawrence.
Dilemma
Spatial assimilation theory presents a dilemma for community-based organizations in
Lawrence. The theory posits that as immigrants gain skills and assets to function in
mainstream American society, the very characteristics of an ethnic enclave like Lawrence
become less important in choosing a place to live. As a result, these asset-building
immigrants tend to move to places that offer more amenities such as higher quality public
school, which are most often located outside of ethnic enclaves. Thus if the theory holds,
community-based organizations in Lawrence that try to build assets for their community
members face the dilemma that those community members may leave Lawrence, thereby
reducing the benefit of their asset-building to the Lawrence community. Community-
based organizations could be more effective if the people whom they had helped to build
personal assets decided to remain enclave residents, creating positive spillover effects
that could ripple through the community. These spillover effects could range from asset-
builders employing Lawrence residents in local businesses to their serving on the local
Parent Teacher Association. To confront this dilemma, knowledge of the specific factors
that drive those enclavers with assets to stay or leave Lawrence could be useful to
community-based organizations that have an interest in enticing them to stay in Lawrence
and reinvest in the community.
The Survey and Interviews
To better understand the decision to stay or leave Lawrence, I conducted a survey of 660
current Lawrence residents, of which 86 residents responded. The survey asked
questions about how long residents planned to stay in Lawrence, factors that were
important to them in choosing a home, and how Lawrence met those factors. I also
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conducted follow-up interviews with some survey participants. The results of the survey
and interviews were broken down to investigate why people moved to Lawrence initially,
examine whether decisions to plan to stay or leave were consistent with spatial
assimilation theory, understand the factors that induced Lawrence residents with assets to
plan to stay or leave Lawrence, and generate recommendations for community-based
organizations in Lawrence wishing to entice Lawrence residents with assets to stay in
Lawrence.
The results suggest that many people move to Lawrence for the characteristics of the
ethnic enclave. That is, Lawrence is attractive because it offers residents proximity to
family and an environment conducive to serving new immigrants with its use of Spanish
and access to certain types of stores as well as relatively inexpensive housing.
Though this thesis finds strong support for theories of ethnic enclave formation and the
existence of an enclave in Lawrence, it found only partial support for spatial assimilation
theory. Following spatial assimilation theory, factors associated with ethnic enclaves
declined in importance and factors associated more with mainstream America increased
in importance as immigrants gained assets. However, such a shift in preferences did not
necessarily induce a move out of Lawrence. In fact, as survey respondents built assets
they were more likely to plan to stay in Lawrence for a longer period of time.
Lawrence's proximity to friends and family and jobs, the availability of a relatively wide
range of housing options, the perception that Lawrence was improving in a number of
characteristics, and connections to community-based organizations helped entice
enclavers with assets to stay in Lawrence.
Even though many enclavers sought to stay in Lawrence, some planned to move. Of
those who planned to move, dissatisfaction with the quality of public schools and safety
in the neighborhoods seemed to be the primary drivers of their decision to move. Those
who stayed were enticed to do so because their perceptions of Lawrence's public schools
and safety were better, they were able to find relatively high quality housing, and they
were connected to the community through community organizations. Focusing resources
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on addressing crime and public schools through community empowerment and
engagement could serve to better connect enclavers with assets to the community while,
at the same time, improving those critical issues of crime and schools.
Chapters
This thesis seeks to better understand the demographic transformation that occurred in
Lawrence and residential mobility in ethnic enclaves in Lawrence, especially among
those enclavers with assets. Chapter 2 weaves together three branches of academic
literature-theories of ethnic enclave formation, spatial assimilation, and residential
mobility-to lay the foundation for understanding the growth of ethnic enclaves in
Lawrence and the decisions of enclavers to stay in or leave the enclave. Chapter 3 uses
spatially referenced census data and historical accounts to present a detailed history of
ethnic enclave formation in Lawrence. Chapter 4 details the theory and methodology
behind the residential mobility survey. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the survey
especially as they relate to theories of ethnic enclave formation and spatial assimilation,
answers questions about which factors in Lawrence induce enclavers to stay or leave
Lawrence, and suggests several directions for community-based organizations to pursue
to entice enclavers to stay in Lawrence.
Chapter 1
CHAPTER 2:
ETHNIC ENCLAVES, SPATIAL
ASSIMILATION AND RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY
This chapter seeks to summarize the academic literatures on ethnic enclaves, spatial
assimilation, residential mobility, and housing choice to lay a theoretical foundation to
understand why members of an ethnic community-both immigrants and their native co-
ethnic counterparts-choose to stay in or choose to leave an ethnic enclave. Ethnic
enclaves, communities, and economies have been detailed in considerable depth in the
academic literature. However, few works have combined theories of immigrant
neighborhoods with theories of assimilation and residential mobility. The goal here is to
(1) detail how ethnic enclaves can support new immigrants in improving their economic
situation by building assets, (2) combine those theories with spatial assimilation theory,
and (3) relate spatial assimilation theory to theories of residential mobility. Together
these literatures can lend insight to better understand upwardly mobile immigrants'
decisions to stay in or leave ethnic enclaves.
2Ethnic Enclaves
Ethnic enclaves-neighborhoods 3 with a high concentration of immigrants and their co-
ethnic residents-support the specific needs of new co-ethnic immigrants.4 They provide
immigrants with cultural familiarity, job opportunities, help in finding affordable
Alba et al., 1999. Aldrich and Waldinger, 1989. Borges-Mendez, 1994. Itzigsohn, 2004. Light and
Gold, 2000. Logan et al., 2002. Sanders and Nee, 1987. Stelson, 2005. Waldinger and Lee, 2001.
Wilson and Portes, 1980. Winnick, 1991. Zhou and Logan, 1989.
2 This section is adapted, in part, from the literature review of Stelson, Aaron. 2005. Remaking Urban
Renewal: Immigrants in South Providence, RI and Sunset Park, NY. Brown University: Urban Studies
Honors Thesis.
3 Usually neighborhood size is left undefined in the academic literature, though it is implied to be smaller
than the city as a whole. However, in Ernest Burgess's 1920 "Fact Book" of Chicago, he details the 70
neighborhoods of Chicago, many of which were ethnic enclaves. The population of the City of Chicago in
1920 was about 2.7 million. Therefore, the average neighborhood Burgess described in Chicago had about
40,000 residents. These neighborhoods are not drastically different in population than the entire city of
Lawrence, which has a population of about 82,000 in 2005.
4 I use the term co-ethnic to mean groups of people of the same ethnicity.
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housing, and supportive kin and friend networks.5 Transnational intermediaries, such as
call centers and money transfer centers, facilitate cultural, social, and economic
connections with immigrants' home countries and cities, and these connections enable
immigrants from the same hometown to cluster together and retain many elements of
their home life in the enclave. Indeed, many immigrants in ethnic enclaves emigrated
from the same few cities or neighborhoods.6 Human capital constraints, such as poor
English skills or little education, and economic necessity often push new immigrants to
cluster in enclaves where they can benefit from the enclave's social ties and cultural
norms. 7 Further, ethnic entrepreneurs find a market for their goods within an enclave
creating a local ethnic economy. All of these factors are mutually reinforcing and create
somewhat of a snowball effect. New immigrants attracted by characteristics of the ethnic
enclave move to the enclave, which expands the enclave and reinforces enclave
characteristics while expanding the market for ethnic entrepreneurs to create more ethnic
businesses. These new ethnic businesses support the characteristics of an ethnic enclave,
which, consequently, attracts even more immigrants.
Ethnic enclave economies operate within ethnic enclaves and can provide jobs for new
immigrants and chances to build assets for ethnic entrepreneurs. Ethnic enclave
economies are based on the theory of a dual labor market,8 in which there exists a market
for the labor of immigrants that is for the most part distinct from the mainstream labor
market. This dual labor market allows immigrants to enter a marketplace usually
occupied by co-ethnics or to accept wages below those of native workers. Take for
example a small-scale Dominican food distribution company where the primary language
used is Spanish. Recent immigrants with little or no English language ability can find
work in such an operation without the skills necessary to find employment in the
mainstream market. These markets operate in the spatial confines of the ethnic enclave,
where they do not compete directly with the mainstream market.9
Zhou and Logan, 1989. Briggs, 2005.
6 Silver, 200 1. Itzigsohn, 2004.
7 Logan et al., 2002.
8 Light and Gold, 2000.
9 Light and Gold, 2000.
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Ethnic enclave economies develop within ethnic enclaves, arguably through the
"protected market hypothesis." Howard Aldrich and Roger Waldinger explain how these
economies arise:
The initial market for ethnic entrepreneurs typically arises within the ethnic
community itself If ethnic communities have special sets of needs and
preferences that are best served by those who share those needs and know them
intimately, then ethnic entrepreneurs have an advantage. Servicing these special
ethnic consumer needs involves a direct connection with the immigrants'
homeland and knowledge of tastes and buying preferences-qualities unlikely to
be shared by larger, native-owned competitors.'"0
Often ethnic residential concentration provides sufficient demand for such goods and
services. For example, the Dominican food distributor previously mentioned may benefit
from an understanding of the needs of other Dominicans, their food preferences, and their
cultural norms, giving the Dominican company an advantage over potential competing
native-owned companies. As the enclave grows, the demand for Dominican food most
likely would increase as well, allowing the distributor to grow. However, this reliance on
the ethnic neighborhood clientele can limit business expansion. In order for these
businesses to expand, the enclave must either expand or the business must penetrate the
mainstream market. Even so, because the market is "protected," ethnic entrepreneurs
have an opportunity where they may not have had one otherwise.
Ethnic entrepreneurs who support ethnic enclave economies rely on cultural capital and
social capital to provide them with a competitive advantage in serving markets within the
enclave. This same cultural and social capital links together people within ethnic
enclaves and allows more frequent small-business development where the relative lack of
financial capital would otherwise preclude such growth."
Cultural capital was first conceived by Pierre Bourdieu, who argued that through formal
schooling and family affiliation, certain members of the upper classes were able to gain
"competence in a society's high-class culture." This competence gave them an advantage
10 Aldrich and Waldinger, 1989.
Silver, 2001.
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in securing high-end employment.' 2 Cultural capital can be reconceived for the ethnic
enclave. In order to succeed in the enclave economy, entrepreneurs must have cultural
capital useful in that specific economy. 13 Thus, not only having intimate knowledge of
ethnic enclave tastes and needs, but also of the social norms of the enclave, gives these
entrepreneurs a distinct advantage. Further, "members of the [ethnic] community may
have a cultural preference for dealing with co-ethnics."' 4 This is why "typically, new
ethnic businesses find opportunities in small and differentiated product markets." 5
These markets reflect ethnic enclave consumer preferences, and ethnic entrepreneurs
have the cultural capital to recognize these markets.
While ethnic entrepreneurs' cultural capital can give them a leg up in developing
businesses, social capital within the enclave can be used to reduce costs and procure the
financing to start such a business. Alejandro Portes describes social capital as "the
capacity of individuals to command scarce resources by virtue of their membership in
networks or broader structures. Such resources may include economic tangibles like
price discounts and interest-free loans, or intangibles like information about business
conditions, employment tips, and generalized 'good will' in market transactions."' 6
Social capital in ethnic enclaves, reinforced by cultural norms, allows for the creation of
enforceable trust, where violations of the trust result in a loss of social capital.' 7 Social
capital and enforceable trust lend themselves to quick and informal financial and quasi-
legal agreements that are often honored because of social consequences enforced by the
community. Further, enclave social capital can lead to a norm of cooperation, which
allows business to reduce their costs through access to low-cost labor, low-interest loans,
and trusting interactions.
1 Light and Gold, 2000.
Aldrich and Waldinger, 1989.
14 Aldrich and Waldinger, 1989.
Silver, 2001: 106.
16 Portes, 1995: 12.
17 Portes and Sensenbrenner, 1993.
'8 Kelly, 1995. Coleman, 1988.
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An informal economy that can further reduce costs often arises within ethnic enclaves.
Manual Castells and Alejandro Portes describe the informal economy as "characterized
by one central feature: it is unregulated by the institutions of society, in a legal and
social environment in which similar activities are regulated."19 Vendors sell goods
without licenses, workers work for below minimum wage, unregulated loans are taken
out, and pirated goods are offered at cheaper prices than their legitimate counterparts.
Aspects of this informal economy can allow ethnic businesses to gain an advantage over
their competitors by reducing business costs.
Within ethnic enclaves, new immigrants tend to work for co-ethnics. Kenneth Wilson
and Alejandro Portes' observations of workers in the Cuban ethnic enclave in Miami
suggest that this trend is closer to an apprenticeship situation than sweatshop
conditions.2 0 They concluded that new immigrants traded low wages for the opportunity
to gain skills and knowledge from their employer. Because these immigrants were able
to improve their human capital through close interaction with their employer, they were
more likely to become entrepreneurs than their co-ethnic counterparts employed in the
secondary labor market.2 1 For example, a co-ethnic hired as a cashier in an ethnically-
owned bodega, would not only learn how to operate the cash register, but would also
learn about the market for bodegas in the neighborhood, the finances of operating a
bodega, and other helpful experiential information that could aid that specific employee
in starting his own bodega.
Wilson and Portes' conclusion was challenged by Jimy Sanders and Victor Nee, who
found that workers employed in the enclave, not including self-employed entrepreneurs,
fared significantly worse than their counterparts employed outside of the enclave.
These contradicting studies illustrate the difficulty in generalizing over employment
opportunities for immigrant groups in different neighborhoods. If immigrants have
restricted opportunity in the mainstream labor market and social factors prevent their co-
19 Castells and Alejandro, 1989: 12. italics in original text.
20 Waldinger and Lee, 2001.
21 Wilson and Portes, 1980.
22 Sanders and Nee, 1987.
Chapter 2
Aaron Stelson
ethnic employer from exploiting them, it is likely that those working in the enclave will
be better off than those in the mainstream labor market. However, if co-ethnic businesses
are struggling and new immigrants possess skills demanded by the mainstream labor
market, they are more likely better off outside of the enclave. Even if social constraints
did not prevent employers in the enclave from exploiting new immigrant labor, it may be
possible that offering a job in an ethnic enclave versus no job at all (if the employee is
unable to obtain a job outside of the enclave) could be beneficial. It does seem in many
cases, especially among new unskilled immigrants, that the skills immigrants bring are
better matched to the ethnic economy than to more mainstream economies. As such,
enclave businesses can provide them with better jobs. From these studies it seems that
the enclave is most beneficial to immigrants when they first arrive. In fact, Musterd et
al., in their study of ethnic enclaves in Sweden, found that living in an ethnic enclave for
two years was beneficial to new immigrants, but after two years the enclave had negative
effects on earnings. While ethnic enclaves provide both social and economic benefits to
new immigrants, they can also constrain upward mobility as well.
The primary point is that ethnic enclaves offer advantages to many new immigrants
through their social networks, cultural practices, sale of ethnic goods, and employment
opportunities. While many of these advantages are economic, some are also social.
Studies of ethnic communities (as opposed to ethnic enclaves) begin to describe the
social benefits of concentrated ethnic residents.
24Ethnic Communities
Though much of the research on ethnic neighborhoods has focused on ethnic enclaves,
especially from the point of view of relatively low-skilled and poor immigrants, there is a
growing literature on what Logan et al. call ethnic communities. According to Logan et
23 Musterd et al., forthcoming.
24 This section is adapted, in part, from the literature review of Stelson, Aaron. 2005. Remaking Urban
Renewal: hnmnigrants in South Providence, RI and Sunset Park, NY. Brown University: Urban Studies
Honors Thesis.
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al., Ethnic communities are "ethnic neighborhoods that are selected as living
environments by those who have wider options based on their market resources. [Ethnic
communities] are grounded in motives associated more with taste and preference than
with economic necessity, or even with the ambition to create neighborhoods that will
symbolize and sustain ethnic identity."25 These neighborhoods are often suburban and
rarely offer support to recent socio-economically disadvantaged immigrants. In fact,
ethnic communities often lack the ethnic enclave economy.
While the distinction between ethnic enclaves and ethnic communities seems clear in
theory, in practice it may be superficial. Although there is likely a difference between the
majorities of residents in ethnic enclaves and ethnic communities, the line between these
different types of neighborhoods must be blurry. That is, some residents of ethnic
enclaves have few if any other options of where to reside due to their socio-economic
constraints. However, within enclaves there are almost certainly residents who do have
other options, but choose to reside in the enclave. In fact, Alba et al. found that over two
thirds of Dominicans in the top income quintile-those likely to have the income
necessary to have many realistic choices of neighborhoods-lived in urban areas,
presumably the vast majority in ethnic enclaves. 27 Further, guidebooks, such as Boston's
Neighborhoods: A Food Lover's Walking, Eating, and Shopping Guide to Ethnic
Enclaves in and around Boston and New York Neighborhoods, suggest that new ethnic
enclaves are becoming tourist destinations because of these neighborhoods' social and
cultural fabric. While an interest in visiting an ethnic neighborhood is not tantamount to
a desire to reside in an ethnic neighborhood, an interest in ethnic neighborhoods does
indicate that a social-not only economic-value is placed specifically on the ethnic-
cultural character of such neighborhoods.2 9
25 Logan et al., 2002, 300.
26 Grogan and Proscio, 2000.
2 7 Alba et al., 1999.
28 Halter, 2007. Fainstein, 2007.
29 Halter, 2007. Fainstein, 2007.
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While some residents of ethnic enclaves are probably people with many choices of where
to live, it is also likely that some immigrants have little choice but to reside in an ethnic
community. In fact, Alba et al. found that some suburban neighborhoods "allow
households headed even by individuals who do not speak English well to enter suburbia
without detriment to their ability to function (e.g., to shop or participate in recreational
activities), for there are sufficient numbers of co-ethnics and an ethnic infrastructure in
their vicinity."30 This implies that socio-economic constraints or kin or friend networks
might force an individual to reside in an ethnic community in a similar way as those
constraints force immigrants to reside in an ethnic enclave. The point is that these
communities are more diverse than the theory would suggest; immigrants reside in ethnic
enclaves for many reasons-some by choice others not. Regardless of their subtle
distinctions, it is clear that ethnic enclaves and communities provide social and cultural
structures that help new immigrants who lack skills imperative to survival in the
mainstream labor market to find jobs and housing and build assets. What is less clear is
the value of these social and cultural structures as immigrants begin to obtain skills
applicable to the mainstream labor market. To better understand that dynamic we turn to
spatial assimilation theory.
Spatial Assimilation
Spatial assimilation theory, based in the patterns of ethnic white immigrant mobility as
described by the Chicago School in the early 2 0 th century, posits that as immigrants'
socio-economic status increases, their preferences for neighborhoods shift from valuing
ethnic ties, cultural institutions, and their native language, to valuing places that offer
more "mainstream" amenities (e.g., better public schools, safer neighborhoods). While
there is likely not a direct trade off between these ethnic characteristics of enclaves and
higher levels of amenities in non-enclaves, the literature implies that they are at least
inversely related. That is, ethnic enclaves tend to be places that are amenity-poor, but
have beneficial characteristics for new immigrants, and non-enclaves tend to be amenity-
Alba et al., 1999.
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rich, but lack the ethnic characteristics of the enclave. According to spatial assimilation
theory, this shift in neighborhood preferences induces a move out of the enclave as
individuals and families try to better match their preferences.
More recent work focusing on immigrants from Asian and Latin and South America has
challenged some of the conceptions of spatial assimilation theory, but generally remained
supportive of the model. Logan et al. and Zhou and Logan found some support for the
spatial assimilation model, but also found that suburban location (a proxy for living
outside of the enclave) did not predict socio-economic status in all cases. 33 The results
tended to vary considerably across immigrant groups. Asian groups tend to deviate the
most from the spatial assimilation model, while Latino groups, including Dominicans,
tend to follow a pattern of spatial assimilation similar to their 1 9 *1 and early 2 0 *' century
ethnic white predecessors. Because Dominicans are the largest immigrant group in
Lawrence, the spatial assimilation model may work well in explaining decisions to move.
As Dominicans increase their socio-economic status, they become more likely to be
suburban residents. However, previous research suggests that Dominicans have much
lower rates of spatial assimilation than other immigrants groups, partially because of
racism directed toward dark-skinned Dominicans and partially because Dominicans tend
to be relatively poor. According to Alba et al., Dominicans had the lowest level of
suburban residential location (17.1%) of all of the immigrant groups studied. For
comparison, 45.8% of Mexicans and 59.2% of Asian Indians lived the suburbs.
On the other hand, the large Puerto Rican population of Lawrence is also part of the story
and remains an anomaly in spatial assimilation research. In direct contradiction to spatial
assimilation theory, socio-economic factors cannot predict Puerto Rican segregation from
non-Hispanic whites. Massey and Bitterman explain this anomaly as a result of a Puerto
Massey, 1985. Massey, 1981. Alba et al., 1999. Sanders, 2002. Gordon, 1964.
32 Waters and Jimenez, 2005.
Alba and Nee, 2003. Zhou and Logan, 1991. Logan et al., 2002. Alba et al., 1999.
34 Alba et al., 1999.
35 Ibid.
36 Ibid.
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Rican preference to live near blacks and non-Hispanic whites' racial prejudice against
blacks, which results in Puerto Ricans becoming "bystander victims." 37
Although a significant literature supporting spatial assimilation theory exists, several
criticisms suggest that the research is less conclusive. One criticism is the use of
suburban location as a proxy for spatial assimilation. 8  Emerging literature on ethnic
communities in suburban areas and new immigration directly to suburbs suggests that a
suburban location is no longer strongly associated with a shift away from immigrants'
cultural practices in favor of a "traditional" majority lifestyle or with frequent interactions
with the majority.39 Further, there is no hard and fast rule that suburban neighborhoods
offer more services than urban neighborhoods. 40  The spatial assimilation trade off
between neighborhood amenities and familiar cultural practices may no longer exist; the
emergence of ethnic communities in the suburbs suggests that ethnic families may be
able to achieve high levels of neighborhood services without shifting their cultural
practices to be more in line with the mainstream. Research on the spatial segregation of
Latinos, based not on location in a suburb or inner city, but rather based on proximity to
whites, supports the spatial assimilation model; immigrants with higher human and
financial capital tend to locate in neighborhoods with a higher white population.41
A second criticism stems from a re-conceptualization of assimilation. Alba and Nee
redefine assimilation, not as immigrants' cultural shifts to be more like the white
majority, but rather as "the decline of an ethnic distinction and its corollary cultural and
social differences. 'Decline' means in this context that a distinction attenuates in
salience, that the occurrences for which it is relevant diminish in number and contract to
37 Massey and Bitterman, 1985. Bystander victims in this case means that because Puerto Ricans have a
higher preference for living near blacks than whites do, segregation between Puerto Ricans and whites is
due to Puerto Ricans living near blacks and whites living far from blacks, not whites' aversion to living
near Puerto Ricans.
38 Alba and Nee, 2003.
Logan et al, 2002. Zhou and Logan, 1991. Alba et al., 1999.
40 Wright et al., 2005.
41 South et al., 2005.
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fewer and fewer domains of social life."42 As such, assimilation should take into account
not only changes in the immigrants' social and cultural behavior, but also changes to the
mainstream. By looking merely at changes in immigrant groups (i.e., changes in English
language ability) and not changes in the mainstream (i.e., changes in Spanish language
ability), studies have tended to underestimate the level of assimilation.4 3 Further, similar
to the criticism of the urban-suburban distinction, there is no "one-to-one
correspondence" between white neighborhoods and high quality neighborhoods.4
Therefore, using proximity to whites as an indicator of spatial assimilation to mainstream
behaviors may be misleading because even a majority white neighborhood may
encompass some of the social characteristics of the ethnic enclave.
It is unclear exactly how these criticisms impact the framework for this study. On one
hand the growth of ethnic suburban communities may induce more immigrants to leave
the enclave since immigrants would no longer have to exchange parts of their cultural
practices for better public services. On the other hand the existence of ethnic enclaves in
the suburbs indicates that a move to the suburbs is not necessarily the same as spatial
assimilation. Therefore, the literature that assumes a move to suburbia is tantamount to
spatial assimilation might overestimate the explanatory power of the spatial assimilation
model. Similarly, criticisms of defining assimilation in terms of changes in the minority
group may overestimate spatial assimilation by assuming that immigrants shift their
cultural practices more than they actually do. Though these factors may alter the results
of studies attempting to measure spatial assimilation, it seems likely that spatial
assimilation is still a process that occurs as immigrants increase their socio-economic
status.
42 Alba and Nee, 2003: 10.
43 Alba and Nee, 2003.
44 Wright et at., 2005.
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Residential Mobility and Housing Choice
Although the spatial assimilation model broadly describes a choice between the cultural
advantages of an ethnic enclave (i.e., non-English language use, cultural events) and the
service advantages of a mainstream neighborhood (i.e., strong public schools, safe
streets), it does not specify details of these trade offs. One must delve into the specific
factors within these "cultural" and "service" bundles to more thoroughly understand why
residents of ethnic enclaves choose to stay or leave the enclave. No doubt some of the
factors that have been attributed to enclave formation (i.e., inexpensive housing, kin and
friend networks) may play a role, but so might other factors. The literature on residential
mobility and housing choice can lend insight to this decision process.
There is a large and growing literature on residential mobility and housing choice.
Essentially, there have been two strains of thought aimed at explaining residential
mobility. Economists have argued that households constantly try to maximize their
utility through different housing alternatives available within their budget constraint,
while sociologists and planners argue that a dissatisfaction threshold exists such that
when that threshold is met, households begin the search process for alternative housing.45
One could reconcile these threads by arguing that the threshold of dissatisfaction is
equivalent to a moving cost. Once the gain of moving to a different home [the perceived
utility from living in a new place minus the utility of living in the current house] becomes
larger than the moving cost, then households seek the best alternative within their budget
constraints. Assuming that people are able to maximize their housing choice at a given
point in time, something must change from that point in either the household's budget
constraint or utility function or in the place of residence in order to induce a move. A life
cycle effect (i.e. getting married, having a child) is primary in people's choices to move,
but other factors like a shift in the budget constraint (i.e., a promotion) or a shift in the
utility (i.e., a perceived rise in crime) could induce a move as well.4 6
45 Clark et al. 2006.
46 Rossi 1980. Clark et al., 2006.
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Spatial assimilation theory can be seen as a shift in the relative weight of different factors
in an immigrant's utility function. As immigrants assimilate, social and cultural
structures become less necessary to economic survival. However, this does not mean
they become useless; they could still have other non-economic social benefits. Even so,
as an enclave's social and cultural structures become less important, the relative
importance of other neighborhood amenities (i.e., good public schools, safe streets)
increases. As the spatial immigration model explains, increases in socio-economic status
associated with reduced need for the social and cultural structures of the enclave correlate
with a movement to neighborhoods associated with better public services. At the same
time, increasing incomes make amenity-richer neighborhoods financially accessible.
Much of the literature on residential mobility has looked at housing specifications as
determinants of a decision to move. While this research is of peripheral interest, of the
greatest relevance are neighborhood effects. However, it has proven difficult to separate
the physical effects of a house itself from its locational effects because these two factors
are intricately intertwined.4 7 Logan and Molotch describe housing as a bundle of goods.
When one purchases a house, one not only purchases a physical place to live, but one
purchases a community, a school system, a location relative to work and shops, a set of
public services, and a tax rate.4 8
Recent research suggests that there are five factors that can influence neighborhood
satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) 49 and therefore likelihood to stay (or move). These
factors are "(1) individual and (2) neighborhood resources, (3) exposure to problems, (4)
social interaction and (5) neighborhood expectations."50 Within these broad categories,
47 Clark et al. 2006; Durlauf 2004.
48 Logan and Molotch, 1987. A choice of a house is also a choice of a neighborhood. Similarly, to some
extent the choice of a neighborhood is also the choice of a set of possible houses. In essence, house
selection can become a neighborhood effect. That is, the availability of certain types of houses within a
neighborhood could preclude living in that neighborhood. For example, exclusionary zoning practices are
often used to prevent certain types of people from living in these neighborhoods by restricting the type of
homes that can be built.
49 Neighborhood satisfaction is usually measured by asking residents of a neighborhood if they like their
neighborhood or are satisfied by it.
50 Parkes et al., 2002: 2417.
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different studies have found wide-ranging variables-from knowing one's neighbors to
living close to a park to feelings of safety-to be important in determining neighborhood
satisfaction.5 No doubt the social benefits associated with an ethnic enclaves social and
cultural structures fall broadly into these categories.
Wrapping it together
Immigrants move to ethnic enclaves for several reasons including the enclaves' cultural
and social structures that can facilitate access to jobs and housing and ease a transition by
providing a familiar cultural setting, a common language, and network of friends and/or
family. New immigration, new ethnic business development, and the consequent
reinforcement of ethnic cultural and social norms bolster each other. While an enclave
can provide economic benefits, it can also provide social benefits. Spatial assimilation
theory downplays the importance of these social benefits by positing that as immigrants
improve their socio-economic standing and consequently reduce their need for the
economic benefits of the enclave, they move away in search of better-served
neighborhoods. However, residential mobility and housing choice literature suggests that
the social benefits of the enclave might also be important determinants of neighborhood
satisfaction and therefore residential mobility.
There are really two factors that interact to determine a move. First, each household has
demographics that can shift over time, and these demographics help to determine
constantly fluctuating preferences within a budget constraint, which also changes.
Second, like households, neighborhoods are also dynamic. As neighborhoods amenities
and disamenities shift, they meet their residents' preferences more or less well. The
interaction of these dynamic factors determines whether households decide to move.
Little research has studied the decision to stay or leave an ethnic enclave in this way. The
remainder of this thesis seeks to shed light on exactly that decision process.
Parkes et al., 2002. Clark et al., 2005. Rossi, 1980.
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To begin this inquiry into that decision process it is important to understand the formation
of ethnic enclaves in Lawrence. A description and analysis of this ethnic enclave
formation process can begin to both describe the circumstances in Lawrence that led
many Dominicans and Puerto Ricans to move to Lawrence and establish a context within
which to understand that decision to stay or leave the ethnic enclave.

CHAPTER 3:
LAWRENCE BOOM, BUST, AND ENCLAVE FORMATION
The vitality of Lawrence, Massachusetts has followed the fortunes of manufacturing and
immigration in the U.S. Originally founded as an industrial machine built on immigrant
labor, Lawrence enjoyed about a half-century of manufacturing success that ended in the
early 20' century as Lawrence's textile mills moved to the South and abroad. Its decline
as a manufacturing center created an opportunity for new immigrants who sought low-
wage jobs and inexpensive housing. By the close of the 2 0 h century, Lawrence was once
again growing in population as a result of an influx of new Latino immigrants, especially
from Puerto Rico and the Dominican Republic. Many of these immigrants have
improved their fortunes and the fortunes of Lawrence as they continue to build assets.
The remainder of this chapter documents the history of Lawrence as it relates to the
development and maturation of ethnic enclaves in Lawrence to present a context of the
study residential mobility in ethnic enclaves. Part I of this chapter describes the
development and decline of Lawrence to more fully understand the circumstances that
underpinned ethnic enclave formation in Lawrence in the second half of the 201 century.
Part II describes and explains the formation and maturation of that ethnic enclave in
Lawrence.
Part I: Lawrence Boom and Bust
Though not originally intended as such, Lawrence, Massachusetts has long been known
as "the Immigrant City." Lawrence did not develop like its larger industrial counterparts
whose early roles were those of government and trade centers and therefore amassed a
middle and upper class. Lawrence, by contrast, has never been the home of the wealthy,
had prominent institutions, or even for that matter had a large middle class. Over its
history it has been a blue-collar working class city dependent on immigrants. The decline
of Lawrence takes a slightly different trajectory than the decline of many larger
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manufacturing centers. Instead of decline revolving around a middle-class exodus, in
Lawrence decline was much more a function of a disappearing blue-collar working class.
For its survival, Lawrence depended on two factors: (1) a cheap supply of labor and (2)
industry that could utilize such labor. With large-scale immigration from 1840 to 1920
and continued mechanization and industrialization, Lawrence became a powerful
industrial machine albeit a machine reliant on inexpensive immigrant labor. When the
federal government halted immigration in 1921 and the textile industry left for the South
and abroad, Lawrence began a slow, steady decline. By the early 1960s, Lawrence was a
shadow of its past industrial might. This hollowed-out city, with its struggling mills in
search of inexpensive labor and its low-cost under-occupied housing stock, was ripe for
the formation of an immigrant ethnic enclave.
Boom: Lawrence, 1847-1920
Claimed from neighboring Methuen and Andover in 1847, Lawrence was conceived as a
model industrial city. Half a century later, the original vision for a utopian community
seemed in tatters. However impure Lawrence seemed at the turn of the century, atleast it
was productive. Though, within this productivity and corresponding continuous influx of
new immigrants, ran a thread of labor unrest, substandard living conditions, and outflow
of capital to be reinvested in Boston-not Lawrence-institutions.
In 1847, Patrick Jackson and Nathan Appleton, two successful industrialists with mills in
Waltham and Lowell, joined forces with Abbott Lawrence, one of Boston's wealthiest
merchants, and Charles Storrow, a prominent Boston engineer, to form the Essex
Company and found Lawrence. Created by annexing six acres of land, 2.5 from Andover
and 3.5 from Methuen, Lawrence was strategically located along the Merrimack, near
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Dear Jump Falls. From this drop in the River, the Essex Company would draw energy to
eventually power a booming industrial city.'
Though the original model for Lawrence was one that placed the daughters of New
England farmers in the mills, even from the very beginning, Lawrence was dependent on
immigrant labor. Industrialists recruited farm girls to work in mills by assuring farmers
of a moral working and living environment.2 Indeed, women lived in dormitories with
strict rules, prescribing curfews and the type of company they could keep as well as
providing opportunities for intellectual and spiritual growth through classes and church
services. 3 Even if some New England women worked in the mills, as early as 1848, one
year after the founding of Lawrence, immigrants were a large component of the
population. In that year, there were 2,100 Irish, many of whom emigrated to escape the
Irish potato famine, and 3,750 Americans residing in the city. 4 From the beginning,
Lawrence used cheap labor from rural New England and abroad to run its mills.
From this founding, the textile industry in Lawrence boomed. Between 1895 and 1912,
the number of looms doubled and the number of spindles nearly quadrupled, both
machines necessary to manufacture worsted wool, Lawrence's most-produced good.5 By
1910, the American Woolen Company's employment of 12,000 workers in Lawrence
helped make Lawrence the world's largest worsted wool manufacturer. In fact, the three
largest textile mills in the U.S., the Pacific Mills, the Arlington Mills, and the American
Woolen Mills, were all located in Lawrence.6
To provide the necessary labor to run these mills, mill operators recruited abroad.
Between 1870 and 1920, the population of Lawrence more than tripled from 29,000 to
94,000. The foreign-born population similarly more than tripled to 39,000 people by
Cole, 1963. Stevenson, 1992.
2 Domosh, 1996.
3 Cole, 1963.
4 Cole, 1963: 24.
5 Cheigh, 2005.
6 Borges-Mendez, 1994: 10 1.
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1920. This foreign-born population consisted of low-skilled workers from Canada, Italy,
Ireland, and Russia and more skilled workers from England and Gernany.7 In 1912, the
Merrimack Valley, home to both Lawrence and nearby Lowell, had the highest
proportion of foreign-born residents in the U.S.
Though Lawrence was booming, the workers that made it boom saw little of the benefit.
Unlike in larger cities in the U.S. where wealthy industrialists reinvested their profits in
the cities where their factories were located, the profits from Lawrence's industry flowed
to Boston and nearby North Andover. In fact, William Wood, president of the American
Woolen Mills, built his estate and a model village for his managers in North Andover.9
Other profits went to fund Boston-based institutions like the Lawrence Scientific School
at Harvard and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.'
While profits flowed from Lawrence, unskilled workers lived in poor conditions.
Accounts of Lawrence in the early 1900s, describe a city that was filled with tenements
that offered little or no light and crowded conditions. Vermin and sewage were major
problems, and Lawrence had one of the highest mortality rates in the nation. A 1911
surveyor's report, found that several blocks in the North Common neighborhood, then
(and still) one of Lawrence's poorest blocks, had a density of three hundred to six
hundred people per acre, a density similar to Harlem at that time. 1
Poor working and living conditions in Lawrence, exacerbated by pay cuts in response to
state legislation that limited the length of the work day, led to the Bread and Roses Strike
of 1912, as workers tried to demand basic levels of financial and physical protection.
This strike and other demands for better pay and conditions combined with federal
immigration policy that closed the door to new immigrants to create a labor climate in
Lawrence that was inhospitable to textile mills.
Cole, 1963: 209 as cited in Andors, 1999.
8 Kolack, 1983 as cited in Andors, 1999.
Andors, 1999. Cole, 1963.
10 Stratton and Mannix, 2005. Prescott, 1954.
11 Cole, 1963.
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Bust: Lawrence 1920-1980
The decline of many large manufacturing centers and industrial cities in the U.S. has been
well documented, but Lawrence's story differs. The story usually begins in the post-war
period, as factories and mills moved to the South and abroad, federal highway policies
and inexpensive mortgages in the suburbs spurred suburban growth, and urban renewal,
poor race relations, and declining city services pushed middle-class white residents from
central cities. Technical advances and mass car ownership only accelerated this
decline.' 2  Further, with the abolition of restrictive covenants in 1968, middle class
people of color followed their white counterparts out of the city.13 The last straw was the
Quota Act of 1921, which severely curtailed immigration to the U.S. and, consequently,
cut off the supply of new residents of central cities.' 4
While many of these phenomena did occur in Lawrence, the trajectory is somewhat
different. Due to its relatively small size, its proximity to Boston, its lack of diversified
employment, and its primarily blue-collar, working-class residents, Lawrence saw a
decline that started much earlier and was fundamentally different than its larger
counterparts.
While many industrial cities in the U.S. saw their population peak in the 1940s and
1950s, Lawrence's population hit its high of 94,000 in 1920. Between 1920 and 1980,
when Lawrence's population bottomed out, Lawrence lost 3 1,000 residents or nearly a
third of its population (See Figure 3-1). This precipitous decline was caused by a
combination of industrial restructuring and mill relocation, a sharp drop in immigration,
and suburbanization of the Lawrence's blue-collar residents.
12 See Thomas Sugrue The Origins ofthe Urban Crisis, Robert Self American Bab von, and Howard
Chudacoff and Judith E. Smith The Evolution of American Urban Society 6 ' EI.
1 Wilson, 1987.
14 Winnick, 1991.
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Figure 3-1: Population and Foreign Born Population of Lawrence. MA. 1910-1980
Source: U.S. Census 1910-1980 cited in Cheigh, 2005. 5
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The exodus of the mills was the primary factor in the decline of the Lawrence. In the
mid-1920s, New England's textile mills began their steady move to the South in search of
lower-wage workers and less union activity.' 6 Between 1920 and World War II, nearly
45% of Massachusetts textile jobs disappeared.' 7  Because Lawrence's livelihood
depended on textile manufacturing, it was hit particularly hard. Though the City saw a
slight rebound in textile manufacturing during World War II, the decline that began in the
1920s continued soon after.18 By the close of the 1950s, Lawrence, which once had fifty
textile mills, had only one remaining.19 In fact, in the early 1950s, the federal
government declared Lawrence a disaster area due to widespread unemployment. 20
Though several shoe companies actually opened factories during this period, the wages
15 The foreign born population for Lawrence in 1950 was unavailable. Therefore, the graph depicts the
average of the 1940 and 1960 foreign-born populations for 1950.
16 Andors, 1999.
17 Borges-Mendez, 1994: 103.
18 Ibid.
19 Cheigh, 2005.
20 Lawrence History Center, 2005.
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they paid tended to be lower than those paid by the textile mills. 2 I Even with such
industrial decline, there were still 18,000 manufacturing jobs in Lawrence in 1969. Yet,
by 1988 only 9,000 remained and by 2004 that number had dropped to 5,000.22 This
employment shift meant that working-class residents lost their jobs or retired and
consequently left Lawrence.
At the same time that textile mills were fleeing Lawrence for the South, the U.S. Federal
Government restricted immigration to the U.S., the very stream of labor that had kept
Lawrence's textile mills in business. Until 1921, there seemed to be somewhat of a
balance in which immigrants would move into poor neighborhoods in cities like
Lawrence and their children would move to more affluent communities. However, with
the federal Quota Act of 1921, that stream of immigrants was severely truncated, but the
flow out continued, and these poor "gateway" neighborhoods lost significant population.
As Louis Winnick writes:
Congress did not foresee when it lowered the gates.. .that, by creating a
demographic hollow, it was imposing a penalty on the future of America's older
cities. Inadvertently, it abruptly excluded a flow of community builders who for
successive generations had nourished the growth and strengthened the quality of
23
urban areas.
Between 1920 and 1980, Lawrence's foreign-born population declined by more than 75%
from 39,000 to just over 9,000. This decline in foreign-born population dictated the
decline in the overall population of Lawrence.
Though the Quota Act of 1921 halted immigration to the United States, migration from
Puerto Rico continued, but to a small extent. According to Ramon Borges-Mendez, there
were 28 Puerto Ricans living in Lawrence in 1960. By 1970, there were over 1,000
Puerto Ricans and over 2,000 Latinos in Lawrence. Yet, while this group began forming
a small enclave in the North Common neighborhood, it remained a small portion of the
21 Cheigh, 2005.
22 Andors, 1999. Cheigh, 2005.
23 Winnick, 1990: 10, as quoted in Stelson, 2005.
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Lawrence population, at just 3% .24 This internal migration from Puerto Rico and trickle
of immigration was not enough to turn the tide of population loss.
As textile jobs declined in Lawrence, ethnic whites that were employed in textile
manufacturing began to move to the suburbs. Yet, unlike many manufacturing centers
which saw downtown offices and centrally-located factories move to the suburbs,
Lawrence never saw that same dynamic. There were never major offices downtown, and
the manufacturing jobs that left, left the region as a whole. It is likely that service sector
and office jobs moved from Boston to the suburbs, especially along Route 128 and, more
recently, along 1-495. Thus, essentially the small economy of Lawrence was swallowed
by the much larger Boston regional economy. It was these suburban jobs that attracted
Lawrence residents.
Residents left Lawrence because of both pull and push factors. Suburbs offered easier
automobile access to suburban jobs, had more open space, and provided higher quality
services. Further, facing competition from regional malls, retail and services located in
downtown Lawrence left for the suburbs as well. As Kathy Rodger, head of Northern
Essex Community College-Lawrence, explains, "The malls did in the City of Lawrence.
People stopped coming here."25 Businesses did not just leave on their own volition; in
some instances they were pushed out by urban renewal projects. The original urban
renewal zone in Lawrence, located along Common, Valley, and Concord Streets between
Lawrence and Broadway, required the "relocation of 274 families, 500 jobs, and
relocation or liquidation of numerous businesses." 26 Several other urban renewal sites
resulted in similar population, job, and business losses.
Industrial relocation, reductions in immigration, and suburbanization created, in
Lawrence, a "demographic hollow," characterized by abandoned and vacant housing,
depressed housing prices, and a void of local businesses. This demographic hollow
24 Census data as cited in Borges-Mendez, 1994.
25 Taylor, 1996.
26 Lawrence Historical Center, 2005:1.
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resulted in a structural opportunity for immigrants to move to Lawrence, which appeared
favorably in contrast to more expensive immigrant gateway cities like New York.
Further, the manufacturing jobs that remained in Lawrence, primarily in shoe factories,
were low-wage jobs that many native workers shunned. The conditions were right for
ethnic enclave formation that began in the 1 960s and 1970s and boomed in the 1980s.
Part II: Ethnic Enclave Formation
What began as a trickle of immigration in the 1960s and 1970s exploded in the 1980s as
immigrants, primarily from the Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico, moved to
Lawrence. Push factors in the Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico combined with pull
factors in the U.S. more broadly and Lawrence specifically to trigger and sustain this new
influx of population. In the Dominican Republic, the end of the Trujillo reign and poor
economic conditions resulted in an exodus to the U.S. Similarly, Puerto Ricans saw
lackluster economic performance in their home country and moved to the U.S. in search
of better opportunities. The U.S., due to its proximity to both islands, a strong economy
in need of low-wage labor, and new less restrictive immigration laws, attracted many of
these migrants and immigrants. Within many U.S. cities like Lawrence, flight of middle-
and working-class families from the inner city and a lack of new immigrants to take the
place of those who left created a structural opportunity-that is low skilled jobs,
inexpensive housing, and a marketplace lacking major businesses-that made small,
post-industrial cities, as well as post-industrial neighborhoods of larger cities, attractive
to poor immigrants.
For Lawrence, first abundant opportunities for low skilled workers willing to earn less
than their native counterparts and later Lawrence's inexpensive housing stock and family
and friend networks attracted immigrants. These factors, bolstered by mutually
reinforcing characteristics of ethnic enclaves, resulted a major shift in demographics in
Lawrence. Between 1970 and 2000, Lawrence shifted from a primarily ethnic white city
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to one with a large majority of Latinos. Additionally, this immigration reversed nearly
half a century of population decline.
Lawrence's population continued its long steady decline from 1970 to 1980, but, with
increases in immigration and a growing Latino population, Lawrence's population
increased dramatically after 1980. From 1970 to 1980, Lawrence's population declined
from nearly 67,000 to about 63,000, it's lowest level in since 1900.27 As immigration
increased, this downward trajectory reversed. From 1980 to 2000, Lawrence's
population jumped by 14% to 72,043.28 The American Communities Survey puts
Lawrence's 2005 population at 82,191, an increase of over 30% from 1980.29
This population boom has been driven by immigration to Lawrence and a growing Latino
population. Between 1970 and 2000, the foreign-born population more than doubled
from 9,500 to 22,000. The Latino population in Lawrence increased at an even higher
rate from 3% of the population in 1970 to almost 60% by 2000 (See Figure 3-2). In
2005, the American Communities survey estimated that Latinos comprised about 68% of
Lawrence's population. The Latino population primarily consists of people from the
Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico, though small numbers of Mexicans, Cubans,
Venezuelans, and Panamanians also reside in Lawrence (See Figure 3-3).
27 U.S. Census, 1970, 1980. Geolytics. Cheigh, 2005.
21 U.S. Census, 1980, 2000. Geolytics.
29 U.S. Census, 1980. American Communities Survey, 2005.
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Figure 3-2: Total, Latino and Foreign-Born Population in Lawrence, MA, 1970-2005
Sources: U.S. Census 1970-2000, American Communities Survey 2005, and Geolytics Neighborhood
Change Database.
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Figure 3-3: Latino Population in Lawrence, MA by Ethnic Group
Sources: U.S. Census 1970-2000, American Communities Survey 2005, and Geolytics Neighborhood
Change Database.
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While the demographic transformation of the entire city was drastic, the transformation
of the North Side of Lawrence-defined as the section of Lawrence north of the
Merrimack River-was even sharper. In 1970, about five percent of residents of the
North Side of Lawrence were Latino. By 2000, that number had increased to 68%.
Correspondingly, the White population of the north side of Lawrence dropped from over
90% of the population in 1970 to 28% in 2000 (See Figure 3-4).
Figure 3-4: White and Latino population of the North Side of Lawrence, 1970-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1970-2000 and Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database
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It is likely that a combination of "structural opportunity theory" and "invasion and
succession theory" explains this demographic shift. The "structural opportunity" model
suggests that abandonment creates an opportunity that attracts low-income immigrants.
Further, that influx of low-income immigrants has little to do with original residents
subsequently leaving those same areas. The "invasion and succession" model, on the
other hand, posits that neighborhood demographic change occurs when an "out group"
member "invades" a neighborhood by moving in. This creates a ripple effect in which
the other "in group" members begin to move out of the neighborhood because of fear that
property values are going to decline, racism, or a sense that the community is going to
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shift. This, in turn, creates more opportunities for out group members to move into the
area. The process is similar to the rapid change of neighborhoods from white to black
through unscrupulous real estate blockbusting practices. William Frey argues at a macro
level that immigration has this effect. Immigrants move in to cities and their white
counterparts move out, according to Frey. 3 0 Richard Wright et al. challenged Frey's
conclusion, arguing "the net migration loss of native-born workers from large
metropolitan areas is more likely the result of industrial restructuring than of competition
with immigrants."31
In Lawrence, it is likely that both theories were at work. A demographic hollow created a
structural opportunity for new immigrants to move to Lawrence. As new ethnic enclaves
formed in Lawrence, Lawrence became less attractive to the remaining ethnic whites, and
they began to leave Lawrence.
Regardless of the explanation for demographic changes in Lawrence, the Latino
population has grown in recent years, concentrated poverty has declined, new institutions
have emerged to serve the immigrant population, and more Latino families have been
able to build assets-that is improve marketable skills, purchase homes, and increase
family incomes. With theses new assets, the number of Latino families with real means
to improve living conditions in Lawrence has increased dramatically. On the other hand,
this increase in assets also means that some Latino families have much more choice in
where they live.
Explaining Ethnic Enclave Formation
As previously described, the demographic transformation of Lawrence was a result of
push and pull factors. Poor economic conditions in the Dominican Republic and Puerto
Rico and political instability and corruption in the Dominican Republic created an
* Frey, 1995.
3' Wright et al., 1997, as quoted in Stelson, 2005.
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impetus for emigration. Further, high housing prices and crowded conditions in New
York pushed some recent immigrants to other cities such as Lawrence. Changes in U.S.
immigration policy and the existence of small ethnic enclaves, jobs in the region,
inexpensive housing, and a demographic hollow with opportunities for business
formation in Lawrence drew immigrants to the U.S. and Lawrence, respectfully.
Thefirst "new" immigrants
The first immigrants from Puerto Rico and the Dominican Republic arrived in Lawrence
in the late 1950s and early 1960s attracted by low-wage jobs in Lawrence's deteriorating
textile mills and familial and friendship connections to Lawrence residents. In several
interviews, Jessica Andors, then a graduate student at MIT, discovered that mill owners
often actively recruited Dominicans to work in the mills and paid "head hunter" fees to
encourage employees to find additional workers.32 There is also evidence that similar
recruitment practices occurred in Puerto Rico.: These immigrants were willing to work
for less and in worse conditions than their native counterparts. One of the first Puerto
Ricans in Lawrence, Isabel Melendez, explains the conditions in a factory, "The smell,
the noise, the cold or the heat were horrible.. .and the loneliness was the worst part
because nobody could understand you."34 Though these populations were small-there
were 28 Puerto Ricans in Lawrence in 1960-and generally lived in poor conditions, they
laid the groundwork for future immigration.35
Puerto Rico: Push Factors
Though Puerto Rican migration continues today, the peak growth in migration occurred
between then end of World War 11 and 1970 as lackluster economic performance caused
many to leave Puerto Rico. In 1950, there were 301,375 Puerto Ricans in the U.S., more
than 80% of whom resided in New York City. Dislocations associated with the rapid
industrialization of Puerto Rico and government policies that addressed "overpopulation"
by encouraging emigration combined to create an exodus from Puerto Rico. Fast airline
2 Andors, 1999.
3 Borges-Mendez, 1994.
3 Borges-Mendez, 1999.
3 Borges-Mendez, 1994.
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travel and Puerto Rican's U.S. citizenship made the journey from San Juan to New York
relatively easy compared with immigrants from outside of the U.S. By 1970, the Puerto
Rican population in the U.S. had increased to nearly 1.4 million and the Puerto Rican
population of New York more than tripled to 817,712. After 1970, the Puerto Rican
population in the U.S. continued to climb, but Puerto Ricans now moved to other parts of
the country. 36 It appears that many Puerto Ricans entered the U.S. through New York
City, perhaps lived there for several years, but then moved to other cities, such as
Lawrence, in search of cheaper housing and jobs.37
Figure 3-5: Puerto Rican Population in the United States and New York City
Source: Whalen and Vazquez-Hernandez, 2005
Area 1950 1970 2000
United States 301,375 1,391,463 3,406,178
New York City 245,880 817,712 789,172
Percentage in New York City 82% 59% 23%
Dominican Republic: Push Factors
If economic and political conditions were bad in Puerto Rico, they were worse in the
Dominican Republic. Under the tight rule of Dictator Rafael Trujillo, emigration from
the Dominican Republic was highly constrained. However, after Trujillo's assassination
in 1961, emigration policy in the Dominican Republic reversed, and the political chaos
that followed the assassination fueled emigration. Juan Bosch, a left-leaning academic,
was elected president of the Dominican Republic in 1962, but in less than a year a
military coup overthrew his government. However, in 1965 Bosch supporters attempted
to return Bosch to power, resulting in a brief civil war and U.S. intervention. U.S.
intervention and the establishment of U.S.-backed Joaquin Balaguer as president added
some political consistency even if Balaguer's government was politically repressive.
However, Balaguer's economic development policies led to growing inequality in the
Dominican Republic and further emigration of both political exiles and poor Dominicans.
36 Whalen and Vazquez-Hernandez, 2005.
37 Borges-Mendez, 1994.
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As Sagas and Molina explain, "If the death of Trujillo was the spark that ignited
Dominican migration, Balaguer's social and economic policies were the fuel that
propagated it."38  Even so, it was not just Trujillo's assassination and Balaguer's
economic policies that forced Dominicans to immigrate, but following the election of the
Partido Revolucionario Dominico, inflation soared, culminating in food riots in 1984 and
forcing more Dominicans to leave the Dominican Republic.3 9 Economic depression and
instability throughout the 1990s forced even more Dominicans to emigrate.
Pul/factors
While tough political and economic conditions in Puerto Rico and the Dominican
Republic pushed Puerto Ricans and Dominicans to leave, economic growth, relaxed
immigration policies, and family connections attracted them to the U.S. Those same
family and friend networks, as well as relatively inexpensive housing, cultural factors,
and structural opportunity for enclave formation, attracted immigrants to Lawrence.
With the passage of the U.S. Hart-Cellar Immigration Act of 1965 and the subsequent
abolition of immigration quotas, immigrants from Latin and South America and Asia
flocked to the United States in search of better living conditions. For Puerto Ricans,
already U.S. citizens, the Hart-Cellar Act meant little. For Dominicans, a long political
and economic connection, familial ties, close proximity, U.S. job growth, and now much
less constrained immigration quotas, made the U.S. the preferred destination.
While the U.S. economy was booming, Lawrence's was not. Manufacturing jobs
continued to trickle out of Lawrence. However, regional job growth in the 1980s and
1990s was quite strong, especially high-tech jobs along the Route 128 and Interstate 495
beltways. This growth in high-tech jobs begat increases in service employment-the
types of jobs poor Dominican immigrants tended to take. In 1996, forty-one percent of
3 Sagas and Molina, 2004.
3 Sagas and Molina, 2004.
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Lawrencians were employed in the low-end service sector, and it is likely that that
percentage has increased since.40
Not only were service-sector jobs available, but the lack of local shops and businesses
was actually an opportunity for ethnic entrepreneurship as well. Further, ethnic
entrepreneurs probably had a competitive advantage over traditional businesses because
of their culturally specific knowledge. 41 As the Latino population in Lawrence grew, a
large number of ethnic businesses were established (around 300 by one count), mainly
restaurants, travel agencies, bodegas, hair salons, and centers that specialize in the money
transfers.4 2
Familial and friend connections existed for many immigrants that helped to match new
residents with jobs and housing and introduce them to the community. Brian Cheigh, a
graduate student at MIT, and Andors found that Dominican immigrants to Lawrence
tended to emigrate from the same few cities.4 3 Further, rundown houses in Lawrence
tended to be the least expensive housing in the region, providing an opportunity for low-
wage immigrants. 44  All of these factors-low-skilled jobs, familial and friend
connections, inexpensive housing, and the cultural attributes of the enclave-played a
role in attracting both Dominicans and Puerto Ricans to Lawrence and dramatically
shifting the demographics of the city.
Demographic Changes in Detail
The ethnic immigrant enclave in Lawrence expanded dramatically from 1980 to 2000.
What began in 1980 as two rather small Latino enclaves in the North Common
neighborhood and the Lower Tower Hill neighborhood, greatly expanded to encompass
much of Lawrence north of the Merrimack River. By 2000, the enclave had spread to
40 Andors, 1999.
4' Cheigh, 2005.
42 Santiago et al., 2005 and Andors, 1999.
43 Cheigh, 2005 and Andors, 1999.
44 Stevenson, 1992.
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cover almost the entire city, save the Mount Vernon neighborhood of Lawrence in the
southwest corner of the city (See Map 3-1).
Map 3-1: The Latino Population of Lawrence by Block Group, 1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000. Geolytics CensusCD 1980, 1990, 2000.
1980 A
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A look at the percentage of Spanish-speaking residents shows a similar growth pattern of
the ethnic enclave, beginning with a few neighborhoods with large numbers of Spanish
speakers in 1980, expanding to encompass nearly the entire north side of Lawrence by
1990, and nearly all of Lawrence had large populations of Spanish speakers by 2000 (See
Map 3-2).
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Map 3-2: Percentage Spanish Speaking by Census Tract in Lawrence, 1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000 and Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database.
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This large influx of immigrants filled a void created by white working-class flight from
Lawrence, especially the north side of Lawrence. Generally speaking, the population of
the north side of Lawrence continued to decline from 1970 to 1980. After more than a
decade of decline, these were the areas in which a Latino enclave began to form in 1980.
By 1990, the growth of the Latino enclave had reversed the population decline in these
areas. Between 1990 and 2000, the population change where the enclave had originally
formed leveled off. However, the new areas that the enclave expanded to-the
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neighborhoods surrounding the original enclave on the north side of the river and the
neighborhoods just south of the river, saw incredible growth (See Map 3-3).
Map 3-3: Population Change in Lawrence, MA, 1970-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1970-2000 and Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database.
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While the growth of the Latino and Spanish-speaking populations in Lawrence signaled a
large expansion of the enclave, changes in the concentration of foreign-born population
suggest that the enclave changed in its composition as well. Between 1980 and 1990,
there was significant growth in the foreign-born population. However, the concentration
of people born outside the U.S. dropped markedly from 1990 to 2000, suggesting that
perhaps more second generation Latinos moved to Lawrence or many of immigrants
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chose to start families, thereby increasing the number of native born residents (See Map
3-4).45
Map 3-4: Foreign-born Population of Lawrence by Block Group, 1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000 and Geolytics CensusCD 1980-2000.
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Structural Opportunity or Invasion and Succession?
In the case of immigration in Lawrence, it seems that both the "structural opportunity"
model and the "invasion and succession" model fit. Initially, immigrants moved to
45 The drop in foreign-born residents of the Mount Vernon neighborhood between 1980 and 1990 probably
signals the passing or relocation of elderly white foreign-born residents.
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Lawrence to search of inexpensive housing, a structural opportunity. Further, Lawrence
had seen abandonment by working-class residents begin long before the large numbers of
Puerto Ricans and Dominicans arrived. Its population peaked in 1920. When Puerto
Rican and Dominican migrants first arrived in any sizeable number in 1970, Lawrence
had been experiencing abandonment for nearly half a century. However, that initial
influx of immigrants could be seen as an invasion, resulting in the flight of white
residents. In fact, the noticeable political and social tensions between old guard ethnic
whites and new immigrants in Lawrence, such as the Justice Department's monitoring of
elections in an effort to reduce discrimination, only support the idea that immigration
could be seen as somewhat of an invasion.4 6 The large drop in white population certainly
resembles flight from the neighborhood and the occurrence of "succession." Though
much more fine-grain time series data on the ethnicity of neighborhoods would be
necessary to conclude if the "invasion and succession" model was occurring, it seems
entirely plausible that it was.
The Socio-economic Conditions of the Enclave
While it is clear that an ethnic enclave formed on the north side of Lawrence and
expanded to encompass nearly all of Lawrence, socio-economic changes within the
enclave form a less clear trajectory. With the formation of a large ethnic enclave between
1980 and 1990, homeownership rates decreased and poverty rates soared. However,
between 1990 and 2000, those trends were reversed.
Poverty rates in Lawrence, though steadily high, fluctuated as the ethnic enclave grew
and then matured. The number of block groups with poverty rates over 40%, William
Julius Wilson's threshold for "ghetto poverty", 4 7 grew from 6 in 1980 to 15 in 1990, and
dropped down to 8 in 2000. Though poverty rates were high in the areas where the Latino
enclave emerged in 1980, the areas of the highest poverty were located in other
46 Andors, 1999.
47 Wilson, 1996.
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neighborhoods. However, by 1990, Lawrence's highest poverty neighborhoods
corresponded with ethnic enclave. This, too, was the case in 2000, but-to be fair-most
of the city could be considered the enclave at that point (See Map 3-5). This to some
extent reflects the trajectory of the national economy; many urban areas saw expansion of
economic opportunity in the 1990s. It also may point to the success of the Lawrence's
ethnic enclave economy in creating jobs and creating opportunities for new immigrants to
build assets.
Figure 3-6: Poverty Rates on the North Side of Lawrence, 1970-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1970-2000 and Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database.
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Map 3-5: Poverty Rates in Lawrence, MA by Block Group, 1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000 and Geolytics CensusCD 1980, 1990, and 2000.
Though the levels of poverty in Lawrence increased between 1980 and 1990 and
decreased between 1990 and 2000, the real mean household income of the average census
tract increased steadily from about $30,000 in 1980 to about $35,000 in 2000. Similarly,
the real mean household income of the average census tract on the north side of
Lawrence increased from $27,000 to $32,000 over that same time period (See Figure 3-
7).
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Figure 3-7: Real Mean Household Income of Average Census Tract, Lawrence, MA,
1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000 and Geolytics Neighborhood
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Changes in the homeownership rates in Lawrence inversely followed changes in the
poverty rate. As the poverty rate increased from 1980 to 1990, the homeownership rate
fell, especially on the north side of the city. Both of these maps capture the Boston area
real estate bust of the late 1980s and the corresponding disinvestment in Lawrence that
resulted in the destruction of over 1,000 housing units, many by arson.4 8  However,
between 1990 and 2000, homeownership in Lawrence jumped, signaling an increase in
the ability of Lawrencians to acquire assets (See Map 3-7).49
48 Hoyt 2005.
49 It is possible that this increase is smaller than it appears at first. In the mid 1990s, sub-prime home loans
became available in Lawrence. This liberalization of credit certainly allowed more (and poorer) residents
of Lawrence to purchase houses. However, it does not mean that they necessarily have more wealth.
Further, it is unclear how many of these residents will be able to maintain ownership of their homes as
interest rates increase. High levels of recent foreclosures may indicate that increased homeownership rates
were not well correlated with growth in wealth. On the other hand, the opportunity to own a home for
some undoubtedly increased their wealth.
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Map 3-7: Homeownership Rates in Lawrence, MA by Block Group, 1980-2000
Sources: U.S. Census 1980-2000 and Geolytics CensusCD 1980, 1990, and 2000.
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Increases in homeownership rates, a recent drop in poverty, and steady, if slow, growth in
average income suggest that immigrants and Latinos are gaining assets. A recent study
by the Immigrant Learning Centers confirms that suggestion, explaining that Latino
owner-occupied households jumped by over 600 percent to 2,462 between 1990 and
2000. Further, between 1989 and 1999 the number of Latino households in Lawrence
that earn more than $100,000 more than quadrupled.50  Though increases in Latino
homeownership show a desire of middle-class Latinos to remain in Lawrence, growth in
the assets of Latino families suggest that those families have more options to choose
where they live.
50 Laidler, John.
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Drastic increases in immigration to Lawrence, first from Puerto Ricans and later from the
Dominican Republic, dramatically altered the demographics of Lawrence and reversed a
half century of population declined. This demographic shift likely occurred through both
a structural opportunity model and an invasion and succession model, in which large
numbers immigrants were first attracted to Lawrence by cheap housing, job
opportunities, and ethnic and familial ties, which, in turn, pushed some of the native
whites out of Lawrence, accelerating the creation of an enclave. With increasing
immigration and white and working class flight from Lawrence, poverty rates in
Lawrence first increased, and then decreased as the immigrant community gained a
stronger foothold and the economic expansion of the late 1990s reached Lawrence. By
2000, Lawrence's poverty rate had dropped significantly, and, within ethnic enclaves
some families were able to accumulate wealth. However, the community-especially the
north side of the city-remained poor.
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CHAPTER 4:
METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE STATISTICS
This chapter explains the theory and operationalization of data collection for this thesis,
which relies on both primary and secondary sources. First, I reviewed books, newspaper
and magazine articles, reports and past theses about Lawrence and combined them with
spatially coded census data to describe and document the set of historical events that led
to ethnic enclave formation and maturation in Lawrence (See Chapter 3). Once this
foundation was set, I turned to primary data collection to better understand the decision to
stay or leave Lawrence.
To better understand the role that spatial assimilation plays in Lawrence and determine
the primary factors in people's decision to stay in or leave Lawrence, I conducted a
survey. A survey allowed me to contact a large number of Lawrence residents in a short
period of time and also helped to avoid language barrier issues.I The survey was also
less intrusive than conducting in-person or telephone interviews, helping me obtain more
responses. I followed up the survey with interviews with some respondents who had
indicated that they would be willing to speak with me about the factors that were
important to them in Lawrence. Finally, I based pieces of my interpretation on
discussions I had with staff members of Lawrence CommunityWorks, a local community
development corporation. Much of the remainder of this chapter will examine the theory
behind the survey, the operationalization of that theory in the survey, some potential
pitfalls of the survey, and some descriptive statistics of all survey respondents. Finally, I
will discuss the methods for the follow-up interviews.
Many residents of Lawrence only speak Spanish and I unfortunately only speak English. A survey
allowed me to have my questions translated, and because answers were generally chosen on a scale, I could
review and interpret responses without the use of a translator or interpreter.
Aaron Stelson
The Survey
Originally, two surveys were distributed. The first survey was designed for current
residents of Lawrence, and the second survey was designed for former residents of
Lawrence. However, because there were few responses to the survey of former residents
of Lawrence, the survey designed for former residents was dropped from consideration.2
The rest of the discussion of the survey will, therefore, focus solely on the survey of
current residents of Lawrence.
There are two different but highly related aspects to this survey. The first aspect
essentially tests the explanatory power of spatial assimilation theory in Lawrence by
investigating the factors people trade off in choosing where they live. The other, in
essence, recognizes that the spatial assimilation process does indeed occur in some
instances and tries to better understand the factors that tie people to Lawrence and push
people to leave in an effort to inform the work of community-based organizations in
Lawrence.
Theory behind the Survey: Testing spatial assimilation theory3
Immigrants often move to ethnic enclaves because of kin and friend ties, potential job
opportunities that cater to co-ethnic residents, affordable housing, and a cultural
familiarity in those neighborhoods. However, spatial assimilation theory suggests that as
immigrants gain skills and assets (i.e., the ability to speak English, a high school degree),
they tend to move out of enclaves in search of better public services (i.e., schools) and
better housing stock. The literature on residential mobility suggests that neighborhood
character is one factor that can induce residents to stay (or leave) a neighborhood. I
hypothesize that neighborhoods and people's decision of where to live are more complex
than spatial assimilation theory predicts. While the economic necessity of residing in an
enclave does play a large role in some people's decisions to reside in ethnic enclaves
(especially new immigrants), there might also be cultural and community ties that play a
2 I received 10 surveys from forner Lawrence residents.
For a more complete version of this theory, see Chapter 2.
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role in others' decisions. In other words, it seems likely that some co-ethnic families
with options to leave the enclave choose to reside in the enclave due to cultural and
community connections. The first aspect of the survey attempts to test that hypothesis by
better understanding the relative importance of those cultural and community connections
in Lawrence, MA.
Theoiy behind the Survey: Understanding important factoirs in staying or leaving
If spatial assimilation theory holds true, then it can pose problems for community-based
organizations in ethnic enclaves because those with the most assets and, therefore, those
with the highest potential to generate positive neighborhood change are the most apt to
leave. Lawrence CommunityWorks and other community-based organizations in
Lawrence (LCW et al.) work to build assets for their members. While some assets (i.e., a
house) tend to anchor people to a certain place, other assets can increase the ability of
people to move. Personal assets that lead to skill acquisition and wealth accumulation
can make the very reasons immigrants chose to reside in a place like Lawrence less
relevant; with increased wealth and skills (the assets LCW et al. try to build in their
members), inexpensive housing, informal markets, and the prevalence of a home
language become less important in a decision of where to reside, and therefore those
individuals may be more apt to leave Lawrence. LCW et al. could be more effective if the
people whom they had helped to build personal assets decided to remain enclave
residents, reinvesting in the Lawrence community and providing leadership. This is not
to say that local residents should not build assets. They should. Rather, places like
Lawrence would benefit if they could find ways to entice local asset-builders to stay. The
second aspect of the survey looks at where there is a disconnect between what people
desire in a neighborhood and what Lawrence provides. That is, the second aspect of the
survey tries to determine those factors that push asset-building enclavers to plan to leave
Lawrence.
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Operationalizing the survey
Perhaps the best way to understand this survey is through the lens of a resident's utility
function for a home. Imagine, for the sake of simplicity this function is linear and takes
the following form:
/1
U(x,) = (ax,
where a. is the coefficient that determines the relative importance of each factor to a
resident, and x, is how well a home (meaning physical shelter and its accompanying
neighborhood and city attributes) meets the needs of a resident. Over time, each ai
(importance of factor) and x, (rating of factor) can vary. That is, the relative importance
of each variable to a resident can change and a home's ability to meet those needs can
change as well. Each resident strives to maximize this utility function within a budget
constraint. In order to do this, generally, residents would try to maximize the quality of
their home in respect to the factors that are most important.
The survey asks respondents to evaluate the importance (ai) of twelve separate factors in
choosing where to reside. Respondents were instructed to select a number between one
(very important) and 5 (not important) for each of the following factors:
1. Proximity to family and/or friends
2. Proximity to my job
3. Proximity to certain stores
4. Use of Spanish in the neighborhood
5. Community cultural events in the neighborhood
6. Active community organizations the neighborhood
7. Safety in the neighborhood
8. Attractiveness of neighborhood
9. Public schools
10. Size of home
11. Attractiveness of home
12. Affordability of home
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Respondents evaluated the importance of each factor twice, once for when they first
moved to Lawrence and once for their present situation. Thus, the survey allows for the
comparison of respondents' preferences at two different points in time.4
In addition to evaluating the importance of each factor, respondents were instructed to
evaluate how well their home in Lawrence met each of the twelve factors on a scale from
one to five (one indicating the their home met that factor very well). While it may seem
that how respondents perceive their home in Lawrence may represent x, it is likely that
respondents' perceptions of how their homes met the factors presented actually represents
a, xi; respondents answered this question by evaluating how well their home in Lawrence
met that factor and how important that factor was. Each respondent was instructed to do
this evaluation twice, once for when they first moved to Lawrence and once for their
present situation. Thus, the survey allows for the comparison of respondents' perceptions
of Lawrence at two different points in time.
This survey structure allows for four different comparisons. First, residents' preferences
for a home when they first moved to Lawrence can be compared with their current
preferences for a home. Second, resident's perceptions of Lawrence when they first
moved to Lawrence can be compared with their current perceptions. Finally, this survey
structure allows for the comparison of how Lawrence's advantages and disadvantages
match the preferences of the respondents both (3) when they first moved to Lawrence and
(4) at present. In thinking about the results of this survey, it is also important to note that
the ratings of the importance of factors, by the very nature of the question, are relative to
one another. However, the ratings of factor quality are absolute. Thus, even though a
factor may be less important to a resident, having a high quality of that factor will still be
beneficial. For example, if a resident states that schools are not very important, having
high quality schools will still be beneficial to the resident, all else equal.
4 Although the data represent two different points in time for each individual respondent, collectively the
data represent many points in time. The dates on which respondents first moved to Lawrence vary widely,
but the respondents completed the survey at about the same time.
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Comparisons across groups
While the thrust of the survey focused on respondents' preferences and how Lawrence
met those preferences, the survey also asked respondents about the length of time they
intended to stay in Lawrence when they first arrived and at present. This allows for a
comparison of the preferences of those respondents who plan to continue to live in
Lawrence and those respondents who plan to leave, which can be used to examine spatial
assimilation theory and indicate those factors that are most important in the decision to
stay or leave. Finally, the survey asked residents for demographic and socio-economic
information. These questions allowed me to split respondents into different groups by
race, ethnicity, socio-economic status, and changes in socio-economic status and compare
across groups of people.
Survey Logistics
English and Spanish versions of the survey were distributed by mail to 660 members of
Lawrence CommunityWorks in late January 2007. Recipients of the survey were chosen
by sorting the list of Lawrence CommunityWorks' members that live in Lawrence by zip
code and choosing every other member. Of those 660 recipients, sixty surveys were
returned after reaching the wrong address. Each mailed survey included a self-addressed
prepaid envelope. English and Spanish versions of the survey were also distributed by
email to 50 people on the Reviviendo Gateway Initiative email list.6 The email directed
recipients to a website that held the questionnaire. Respondents were able to submit the
survey online. Both the mail and online versions of the survey encouraged recipients to
distribute the survey to friends and family that live in Lawrence by directing them to the
website where the survey was located. Further, both filling out the survey and
distributing the survey were incentivized with a $200 cash prize. Reminder letters
encouraging recipients to complete and return the survey were sent to all recipients of the
mail survey two weeks after the survey was sent. As a result of this method that
5 Each recipient received both an English and a Spanish version of the survey. Lawrence
ComnmnityWorks is a non-profit community-based organization in Lawrence, MA. They have a
membership of approximately 1,400 Lawrence residents.
6 The Reviviendo Gateway Initiative in a group of institutions and the City of Lawrence that are working
together to improve Downtown Lawrence and the North Common neighborhood.
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encouraged survey recipients to pass the survey along to friends and family in Lawrence,
it is difficult to capture the exact response rate. However, a likely range can be
determined. The absolute minimum number of recipients of the survey is 650. However,
there were several that were distributed to other Lawrencians not on Lawrence
CommunityWorks mailing list. I surmise that this number could not be much greater
than 100. Thus, the range of recipients of the survey was probably somewhere between
650 and 750. Of those surveys, I received 86 mostly-completed surveys back for a
response rate of between 11. 5% and 13.2%.
Descriptive Distributions
It is important to note that the descriptive statistics of the surveyed group differ
substantially from the actual population of Lawrence. Survey respondents were more
likely to be female, immigrants, relatively wealthy, and relatively well educated than the
Lawrence population as a whole. This disparity is most likely due to the composition of
Lawrence CommunityWorks, the methods used to distribute the survey (especially the
use of email), and the complex design of the survey instrument itself. For example,
Lawrence CommunityWorks is a community organization that tries to help those in
Lawrence build assets and skills. Many of its programs, such as English language
classes, are specifically tailored to meet the needs of an immigrant population, which
probably in part explains the large number of immigrant respondents. Lawrence
CommunityWorks' Individual Development Account program was initially open only to
women, 7 and their youth programs may be more likely to attract mothers rather than
fathers as members, partially explaining the bias toward more female respondents.
Finally, it may be that those most likely to become involved with an organization aimed
at bettering the community are the same people who tend to be educated and wealthier.
All of these circumstances would bias the responses. The use of email to supplement the
mail responses probably further biased the results in favor of those more educated and
wealthy because those people would be more likely to have access to email. Finally, the
survey instrument itself was long and in some places complicated. Not only is it more
7 In 2006, Lawrence CommunityWorks opened the Individual Development Account to men and women.
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likely that better educated and wealthier people would fill out any survey, but complexity
of the survey instrument probably exacerbated that bias.
Even though the survey respondents differ considerably from the general population of
Lawrence, they differ in such a way that I surveyed those individuals that have more
choice in where they live. Though the survey responses were clearly biased, they were
biased toward the population I wished to study.
The respondents to this survey were overwhelming Latino and female (See Figure 4-1
and Figure 4-2).
Figure 4-1: ttlnicity ot All Survey Kesponclents
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Fiaure 4-2: Gender of All Survey Resoondents
Male Female
Gender of Respondent
About 72% of respondents were Latino, which closely resembles the percentage of
Latinos in Lawrence measured at sixty-nine percent.8 However, seventy-three percent of
respondents were female, a much larger share than the Lawrence's fifty-three percent.9
Not only were respondents overwhelming female, but they also tended to have higher
incomes and higher levels of education than the general Lawrence population (See Figure
4-3 and Figure 4-4).
8 American Communities Survey, 2005.
9 Ibid.
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Figure 4-3: Incomes of All Survey Respondents
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At least 77% of survey respondents had incomes greater than Lawrence's per capita
income of $14,743.0
10 Ibid.
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Fivure 4-4: Education Level of All Resvondents
20 V
Less than high school High school diploma Some College
Respondent's Education Level
College degree
Respondents to this survey were far more educated than the Lawrence population as a
whole. Fifty-three percent of respondents had college degrees compared with eleven
percent in Lawrence as a whole, and about 90% of survey respondents had a high school
diploma compared with 66% of Lawrencians. Further, respondents were far more
likely to be born outside the U.S. than the general population of Lawrence.
American Communities Survey, 2005.
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Figure 4-5: Country/Territory of Birth for All Respondents
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Other
Sixty-four percent of survey respondents were born outside the U.S. compared to 46% of
Lawrencians. The fact that respondents were well educated and generally wealthier
than other Lawrencians suggests that they may have more options to move than other
Lawrence residents. On the other hand, many respondents were born outside the U.S.,
indicating that they may be more likely to value an enclave community. Thus, the survey
was biased in a way that included more of people most relevant to the study, Latino
immigrants who built assets.
Interviews
To gain a richer picture of the decision to stay or leave Lawrence and to supplement the
survey, I conducted seven follow-up interviews. Based on survey responses, I generated
12 American Communities Survey, 2005.
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several hypotheses about the influence of certain factors. For example, the factor
"proximity to certain stores" could be interpreted ambiguously, but it seemed that those
certain stores were places that sold ethnic goods and offered credit. The interviews were
a way I could ask follow-up questions to clarify and interpret survey responses.
Interviewees were selected based on their answers to the survey and overall trends the
survey results were indicating. In particular, I interviewed Latinos who built assets since
they moved to Lawrence.' 3 The survey asked each respondent if they would be willing to
discuss the survey and their reasons for wanting to stay in or leave Lawrence. Only those
who responded yes were contacted. Based on the results of the survey, I conducted seven
semi-structured interviews with respondents focusing on four issues:
1. Changes in plans to stay in Lawrence;
2. Primary factors in moving to Lawrence;
3. Perceptions of schools and safety; and
4. Involvement in community organizations.
Interviews were conducted in both Spanish and English. Interviews in Spanish were
conducted in person with the use of a translator. They were also recorded. Interviews in
English were conducted over the phone. All of the interviews served to broaden and
deepen the understanding of the results of the survey.
Discussions
To better understand and interpret the survey data and interviews, I spoke informally with
several members of Lawrence CommunityWorks' staff. I spoke with Marianna Leavy-
Sperounis, a senior network organizer, Jessica Andors, Director of Resource
Development, and Andre Leroux, Neighborhood Planner. These discussions helped to
shape and frame my analysis of the results of the survey and interviews.
Latino Asset-Buildcrs are Latinos who built assets since they moved to Lawrence. To build assets was
defined as (1) increasing ones nominal income, (2) increasing one's education level, or (3) learning
English. For more about Latino Asset-Builders see Chapter 5.
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Data collected from secondary sources, surveys, interviews, and discussions were
analyzed and synthesized to describe ethnic enclave formation, test spatial assimilation
theory, identify factors that entice enclavers with options to plan to stay in or plan to
leave Lawrence, and provide directions for community-based organizations in Lawrence.
CHAPTER 5:
SPATIAL ASSIMILATION CHALLENGED AND
DIRECTIONS FOR COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS
The chapter summarizes and synthesizes the findings from the survey to (1) test theories
ethnic enclave formation, (2) understand spatial assimilation theory's ability to explain
residential mobility in Lawrence, (3) identify reasons why Lawrencians' plan to stay in or
leave Lawrence, and (4) recommend directions for community-based organizations in
Lawrence.
First, I find overwhelming support for the theories of why and how ethnic enclaves form.
I also find some support for spatial assimilation theory in that as immigrants gain assets,
their preferences for homes shift from those that highly value characteristics of an ethnic
enclave community to those the value amenities such as quality public services and living
space. This shift also seems to be accompanied by an increase in the importance of
community organizations and cultural events. Though spatial assimilation theory would
predict that as immigrants gain assets they would be more apt to move, survey results
suggest the opposite. As survey respondents gain assets they are more apt to plan to stay
in Lawrence for a longer period of time. This suggests that while building assets in
Lawrence, immigrants also create a significant attachment to place, perhaps accentuated
by the role of community organizations and neighborhood cultural events. Further, it
suggests that in Lawrence it is possible to both improve the quality of one's home and
find better public services without moving out of the enclave community.
On the other hand, some respondents that had assets did plan to leave Lawrence. They
tended to plan to leave primarily because they valued both neighborhood safety and
public schools highly and perceived those factors poorly in Lawrence. Their plans to
leave could reduce the positive spillover benefits like community leadership or financial
investment in community businesses that they could have. In order to entice these
residents to stay, community-based organizations in Lawrence should focus their energies
on addressing issues of crime and public schools through means that empower residents.
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Further, expanding the reach of community organizations, especially to residents who
moved to Lawrence for reasons other than the characteristics of ethnic enclaves could tip
the balance, persuading asset-building and asset-holding residents to stay.
To analyze the responses to the survey, I split those surveyed into different (though
overlapping) groups:'
1. All respondents (n=86) 2
2. Latino Asset-Builders (n=39)
a. Latino Asset-Builders who plan to leave soon (n=15) 3
b. Latino Asset-Builders who plan to stay (n=19)4
3. Latino minimal asset builders (n=2 1)
4. Asset-Holders (n=48)
a. Asset-Holder Leavers (n=25)5
b. Asset-Holders Stayers (n=16) 6
For each of these groups, I look at respondents' preferences for and perceptions of their
homes. By homes, I mean not just a house, but a shelter and the bundle of neighborhood
services and characteristics that are necessarily attached to that shelter. I make several
types of comparisons. First, I compare preferences of factors and perceptions of those
same factors between Latino Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-builders to test
spatial assimilation theory. Second, I compare two groups within Latino Asset-Builders,
those who plan to stay and those who plan to leave, to better understand the factors that
influence mobility decisions in ethnic enclaves and generate some directions for
community-based organizations. Finally, I compare Asset-Holders who plan to stay with
Asset-Holders who plan to leave to further supplement the information gleaned from
For a complete listing of these groups and their definitions, see Appendix B.
2 The results of all respondents are not critical to understanding the findings of this thesis. For a discussion
of all respondents see Appendix C.
3 Latino Asset-Builders and Asset-Holders who plan to stay are those respondents who plan to stay for
more than ten years, and Latino Asset-Builders and Asset-Holders who plan to leave soon are those
respondents who plan to stay for less than five years. To create a more distinct split between stayers and
leavers the five Latino Asset-Builders and seven Asset-Holders who planned to stay between five and ten
years were not included.
4 See footnote above.
5 See footnote above.
6 See footnote above.
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analysis of Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers and corroborate directions for
community-based organizations in Lawrence.
Latino Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders: A test of spatial
assimilation theory
An analysis of Latinos who were able to build skills and assets and Latinos who were not
can test the extent to which the spatial assimilation model plays out in Lawrence. The
spatial assimilation model posits that as immigrants begin to gain assets, they are more
likely to move out of an ethnic enclave because their preferences shift. While the results
of the survey show that immigrants' preferences shift, this does not always induce a
move. Rather there are other factors within the; ethnic enclave community that tie
immigrants to that community even as they build assets.
To begin to look at this phenomenon, I looked at Latino Asset-Builders (LABs),
respondents who built assets or skills that make them less likely to need to reside in an
ethnic enclave out of economic necessity, and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders (LMABs),
respondents less likely to have a choice of where they resided. Latino Asset-Builders
were Latino respondents who built an asset in one of three ways. They either (1) learned
English, (2) increased their income,7 or (3) improved their level of education. I also
analyzed Latino Minimal Asset-Builders (LMABs). Latino Minimal Asset-Builders are
Latino respondents who indicated that they (1) did not learn English since they moved to
Lawrence, (2) did not increase their income by more than one income bracket (i.e., from
less than $20,000 to $20,000-$30,000), and (3) did not increase their level of educational
attainment. While Latino Minimal Asset-Builders were similar to Latino Asset-Builders
in several ways, they were different in that they tended to move to have moved to
Lawrence more recently, were more likely to have school-aged children when they first
7 This is nominal income. While it would be ideal to use real income, the way in which data was collected
makes conversion to real income a difficult endeavor. Though a small increase in nominal income may
indicate a decrease in real income, that income would have still declined less than someone with no
increase in income.
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moved to Lawrence and now, and were more likely to have attended a community event
(See Figure 5-1).
Figure 5-1: Latino Asset-Builders and Minimal Asset-Builders: Demographics
Demographic or Variable
Median Age
Percent Latino
Percent White
Percent Born in Lawrence
Percent Born outside the U.S.
Median Year moved to Lawrence
Mean Year moved to Lawrence
Currently have children between 5-17
Had children between 5-17 when first moved to
Lawrence
Attended a community event in past 6 months
Latino
Builders
40-49
100%
0%
0%
90%
1995_
1992
59%
43%
64%
Asset- Latino Minimal
Asset-Builders
40-49
100%
0%
0%
86%
1999
1997
73%
62%
73%
Latino Asset-Builders
Following much of the literature on enclave formation and spatial assimilation, when
Latino Asset Builders first arrived in Lawrence common features of the enclave were
important in the decision of where to locate (See Figure 5-2). Living close to family and
friends was by far the most important factor (68% of Latino asset builders responded that
it was very important), but so too were living close to certain stores (56% responded very
important) and the use of Spanish in the neighborhood (45% responded very important).
While living close to certain stores may seem vague, several interviews indicate that
those certain stores were stores that sold ethnic goods and offered credit.8 However,
common features of the ethnic enclave were not the only factors that were important.
Housing affordability (56% responded very important), neighborhood safety (50%),
living close to one's job (47%), and good public schools (47%) were also important.
Interview with Maria Duerte. Interview with Ana Torres. (Interviewee's names have been changed for
their protection.)
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Figure 5-2: Latino Asset-Builders: Important factors in choosing a home9
Percent Percent Ranking
Ranking Factor Factor Very
Rank Factor Very Important Factor Important
2 Hom affordability 52
or 3 Home affordability 56 W" -ifAN
4 Neighborhood safety 50 Neighborhood safety 47
5 Proximity to one's job 47 Proximity to one's job 46
5 Good schools 47 Good schools 46
*Highlighted factors are those commonly associated with ethnic enclaves.
Figure 5-3: Latino Asset-Builders: Ratings of important factors in Lawrence' 0
FIRST ARRIVED IN LAWRENCE NOW
Percent Ranking Percent Ranking
Factor Highly or Factor Highly or
Rank Factor Very Highly Factor Very Highly
1 Proximity to family 84 Size of home 81
2 Proximity to certain stores 63 Home affordability 67
2 or 3 Home affordability 66 Proximity to family 75
4 Neighborhood safety 35 Neighborhood Safety 53
5 Proximity to one's job 48 Proximity to one's job 68
5 Good schools 57 Good schools 57
When Latino Asset-Builders first arrived, Lawrence seemed to perform well in many, but
not all, of the factors that LABs indicated were important (See Figure 5-3). Not
surprisingly, Lawrence matched factors that were also characteristics of ethnic enclaves
well. Latino Asset-Builders were able to live near their family or friends (84% rated that
factor highly), find affordable housing (66% rated highly) and live near certain stores
(63% rated highly). Though not one of the most important factors, 70% of respondents
agreed that Spanish was commonly used in their neighborhoods, another characteristic of
the ethnic enclave.
9 Note "proximity to certain stores" and "housing affordability" are tied for 2nd place. For more details see
Appendix D.
10 For more details see Appendix D.
FIRST ARRIVED IN LAWRENCE
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To some extent, Latino Asset-Builders were able to have access to good public schools,
but were less able to live close to their jobs and had a poor impression of safety in their
neighborhoods (See Figure 5-3). This suggests that Latino Asset-Builders probably
moved to Lawrence because in Lawrence they could live near family and friends, have
access to certain stores, find affordable housing, and speak Spanish. They moved to
Lawrence despite poor ratings of neighborhood safety and proximity to their jobs and
mediocre ratings of public schools. All of these factors are consistent with theories of
enclave formation.
As Latino Asset-Builders learned English, increased their income, or improved their level
of education, their preferences shifted to be more in line with the majority of Americans
(See Figure 5-2). Their most important factors in choosing a home were no longer
characteristics of the ethnic enclaves. They were the size of one's home and affordability
of one's home. While it still remained relatively influential, living close to family and
friends declined in its importance. Further, proximity to certain stores dropped from the
top five factors completely. Housing affordability, neighborhood safety, living close to
one's job, and good schools all remained important.
Lawrence generally met LABs' current most important factors well. Neighborhood
safety and living near one's job improved substantially. The percent of respondents
rating housing affordability and access to good public schools highly remained about the
same, though access to good public schools remained relatively poorly rated. Though
ratings of proximity to family declined, that factor's importance declined as well.
Interestingly, factors associated with a social connection to the neighborhood-
community cultural events and community organizations-also increased in importance
through they still played a small role in mobility decisions. The rankings in importance
of community cultural events and active neighborhood organization increased slightly
from lIth to 10th and from 12 10 t Ith, respectively. Further, ratings of both of these
Though the percent of respondents that rated housing affordability very highly declined from 47% to
28%.
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factors increased as well. Those rating community cultural events highly increased from
37% to 46%, and those rating active community organizations highly increased from
35% to 54%.
It seems likely that Latino residents of Lawrence who built assets, stayed in Lawrence
because they were able to find new homes that met their size needs, were close to their
jobs and close to family and friends, and remained relatively inexpensive (though less so
than when they first moved to Lawrence). Further, increases in the importance of
community cultural events and community organizations coupled with perceptions that
those factors were improving in Lawrence may have induced residents to stay.
Latino Minimal Asset-Builders
If spatial assimilation theory predicts that Latino Asset-Builders' preferences for homes
will shift to be more in line with the mainstream and less in line with attributes of the
ethnic enclave, then that theory also suggests that Latino Minimal Asset-Builders'
preferences should not shift as much as Latino Asset-Builders' preferences. Indeed, the
data suggest that this is the case (See Figure 5-4).
Figure 5-4: Latino Minimal Asset-Builders: Important factors in choosing a home"
FIRST ARRIVED IN LAWRENCE NOW
Percent Percent
Ranking Factor Ranking Factor
Rank Factor Very Important Factor Very Important
Y I
2 "7Size of home 45
3 Size of home 56 Home affordability 42
4 Home affordability 50
5 9 Attractiveness of home 40
*Highlighted factors are those commonly associated with ethnic enclaves.
In line with assimilation theory, Figures 5-2 and 5-4 suggest that preferences do indeed
shift more for Latino Asset-Builders than for Latino Minimal Asset-Builders. However,
12 For more details see Appendix D.
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because Latino Asset-Builders tended to have lived in Lawrence longer than Latino
Minimal Asset-Builders, it is possible that it was not just the act of building assets that
caused a shift in preferences for homes, but also simply living in Lawrence for a longer
period of time may have shifted those preferences as well.13 Factors often associated
with the ethnic enclave (i.e., living close to family and living close to certain stores)
dropped more for Latino Asset-Builders than for Latino Minimal Asset-Builders.
Though the importance of the use of Spanish in the neighborhood dropped more for
LMABs than LABs, it was still more important for LMABs. Living close to family
remained the most important factor for Latino Minimal Asset-Builders, but dropped for
Latino Asset-Builders. Similarly, living close to certain stores dropped much further for
Latino Asset-Builders than it did for Latino Minimal Asset-Builders. Though subtle,
factors associated more with the mainstream (i.e., size of one's home) became more
important for Latino Asset-Builders. Thus, it seems that increased assets were associated
with a shift in preferences for homes that became more similar to the preferences of the
mainstream; as Latinos in Lawrence built assets their preferences shifted toward larger,
affordable homes.
Plans to stav or leave
Spatial assimilation theory not only predicts that as immigrants build skills and assets
those immigrants' preferences shift, but it also predicts that those preferences lead to a
move out of the enclave. To test this idea, I looked at respondents' plans to stay or leave
Lawrence broken down by Latino Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders.
Spatial assimilation theory would suggest that Latino Asset-Builders would plan to stay
for a shorter period of time than Latino Minimal Asset-Builders. Figure 5-5 and 5-6
below show respondents' plans to stay in Lawrence by length of time.
13 Time in Lawrence also seems to be associated with building assets. The longer one lives in Lawrence
the more likely it is that that person built assets.
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Figure 5-5: Latino Asset-Builders: Planned Length of Stay in Lawrence
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E First moved to Lawrence
>10
Number of More Years Respondents Planned to Stay
in Lawrence
Figure 5-6: Latino Minimal Asset-Builders. Planned Length of Stay in Lawrence
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Figure 5-5 and 5-6 above show the exact opposite of what spatial assimilation theory
would predict. As Latinos gain assets (from when they first move to Lawrence to now)
they become much more likely to plan to stay in Lawrence for a longer period of time. In
fact, the percentage of Latino Asset-Builders that plan to stay in Lawrence for more than
10 years doubled from 25% when they first arrive in Lawrence to 50% now. At the same
time, LMABs' plans to stay or leave did not shift much over time. One might believe
that this change is in part due to the length of time Latino Asset-Builders have been living
in Lawrence. That is, as Latinos live in Lawrence longer they are both more likely to
build assets and plant roots that hold them to the community. However, if the samples of
LABs and non-LABs are restricted to only those respondents that moved to Lawrence
after 1996,14 the contrast remains similar (See Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8)."5
Figure 5-7: Latino Asset-Builders (moved to Lawrence after 1996): Planned Length of
Stay in Lawrence
50%
40% -
*a
e 30%
20%
061
10% -
0%
I Now
E First moved to Lawrence
I II
<2 2-5 5-10 >10
Number of More Years Respondents Planned to Stay
in Lawrence
14 The median year respondents in this group moved to Lawrence was 2000 for both Latino Asset-Builders
and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders.
15 There were 19 Latino Asset-Builders and 17 Latino Minimal Asset-Builders who moved to Lawrence
after 1996.
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Figure 5-8: Latino Minimal Asset-Builders (moved to Lawrence after 1996): Planned
Length of Stay in Lawrence
50.0% - -
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Number of More Years Respondents Planned to Stay
in Lawrence
When the long-time residents of Lawrence are eliminated from the analysis of LAB and
LMAB's planned length of stay the shifts over time become more apparent. Both Latino
Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders planned to stay in Lawrence for a
longer period of time now than when they first moved to Lawrence. This trend is not
surprising because the survey only looks at those who choose to stay in Lawrence, not
those who have already left. Chances are that some of the respondents who planned to
stay for less time already left Lawrence at the time of the survey. However, the
comparison between LABs and LMABs is not consistent with spatial assimilation theory.
Even controlling for the length of time respondents lived in Lawrence, Latinos who built
assets were more likely to plan to stay longer than Latinos who did not build assets. This
suggests that something beyond the explanation offered by spatial assimilation theory is
happening. There seems to be process by which as Latinos gain assets, they become
more likely to want to live in Lawrence for a longer period of time. To begin to examine
possible explanations, I delved more deeply into the data for Latino Asset-Builders.
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Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers: Explaining plans to stay or leave
In order to better understand the factors that influence Latino Asset builders to stay or
leave Lawrence, I split Latino asset builders into two groups-Latino Asset-Builder
Stayers and Latino Asset-Builder leavers-by the length of time they plan to stay in
Lawrence. Latino Asset-Builder Stayers (LAB Stayers) are Latino respondents who built
assets and plan to stay in Lawrence for more than 10 years, and Latino Asset-Builder
Leavers (LAB Leavers) are Latino respondents who built assets and plan to stay in
Lawrence for less than 5 years. Building assets in this case are defined in the same way
as before. To be considered an Asset-Builder, Latinos had to have (1) learned English,
(2) increased their income, or (3) improved their level of education. Splitting LABs into
those who planned to stay and those who planned to leave resulted in samples of 19
Stayers and 15 Leavers. ' Analysis of LAB Stayers and Leavers revealed that the
demographics of these groups were quite different (See Figure 5-9). LAB Leavers tended
to be younger, were less likely to be immigrants, and were less likely to have attended a
community event in the past 6 months. Further, LAB Leavers were about half as likely to
have had school-aged children when they moved to Lawrence, and were more likely to
have school-aged children now. It seems likely that having children (as many LAB
Leavers did) strongly influenced the decision to plan to stay or leave. It is also possible
that LAB Leavers' younger age may make them more mobile and therefore more likely
to plan to leave. Further, because LAB Leavers were less likely to be immigrants, they
may have been less likely to value characteristics of ethnic enclaves as much, and
consequently be more likely to plan to leave Lawrence.
16 There were five Latino Asset-Builders who planned to stay between five and ten years. In order to
create two more distinct groups, these five respondents were discarded for the analysis of Stayers and
Leavers.
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Figure 5-9: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers: Demographics
Demographic or Variable
Median Age
Percent Latino
Percent White
Percent Born in Lawrence
Percent Born outside the U.S.
Median Year moved to Lawrence
Mean Year moved to Lawrence
Currently have children between 5-17
Had children between 5-17 when first moved to
Lawrence
Attended a community event in past 6 months
Latino Asset-
Builder Stayers
40-49
100%
0%
0%
95%
1991
1990
56%
47%
Latino Asset-
Builder Leavers
30-39
100%
0%
0%
77%
1991
1992
64%
23%
54%
A first glance at LAB Stayers and LAB Leavers' perceptions of the quality of life in
Lawrence suggests that decisions to move from Lawrence are driven by factors in
neighborhoods in Lawrence-either real changes in those factors or perceptions of
changes in those factors. The results show that LAB Stayers are far more likely than
LAB Leavers to view the quality of life in Lawrence as improving (See Figure 5-10 and
5-11).
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Figure 5-10: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers: Change in Quality of Life in Lawrence
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Figure 5-11: Latino Asset-Builder Leavers: Change in Quality of Life in Lawrence
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Change in Quality of Life in Lawrence
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While it appears clear that LAB Stayers have a much more positive view of the trajectory
of Lawrence than LAB Leavers do, it is not clear why that is. To better understand the
factors involved in both the view that Lawrence has improved (or not improved) and
understand the decision to move, I analyzed LAB Stayers' and LAB Leavers' preferences
for homes when they first moved to Lawrence and compared them to perceptions of the
strengths of their neighborhood in Lawrence when they first moved to Lawrence. I then
evaluated shifts in preferences for the two groups and compared them to shifts in
perceptions of factors from when respondents first moved to Lawrence to present in an
attempt to discern the crucial factors in respondent's deciding to plan to stay in Lawrence
or plan to leave Lawrence.
Factors When Respondents First Arrived in Lawrence
When they first arrived in Lawrence, the differences between LAB Stayers and LAB
Leavers were subtle but important (See Figure 5-12). Both groups were attracted to
Lawrence by aspects of the ethnic enclave and affordability. However, LAB Stayers
tended to be attracted to Lawrence first by characteristics of the ethnic enclave and
second by affordability. The opposite was true of LAB Leavers. LAB Stayers ranked
two aspects associated with ethnic enclaves, proximity to family and friends and
proximity to certain stores, as the top two factors. Home affordability ranked third. LAB
Stayers' perceptions of all three of these factors were quite high (See Figure 5-13).
Eighty-seven percent of LAB Stayers rated proximity to family highly, 63% rated
proximity to certain stores highly, and 60% rated home affordability highly. Because
LAB Stayers rated neighborhood safety and proximity to one's job relatively poorly, it is
unlikely that they moved to Lawrence because of those factors.
Though LAB Leavers valued some aspects of the enclave when they first arrived, most
important were aspects of a home and neighborhood not necessarily associated with an
ethnic enclave. The affordability of their home, the physical attractiveness of their
neighborhood, the size of their home, living close to family were ranked one, two, and
tied for three, respectively in order of importance. LAB Leavers perceived housing
affordability, housing size and proximity to family and friends in Lawrence positively,
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but generally perceived their neighborhoods as not physically attractive. This suggests
that the primary reasons for choosing to live in Lawrence were housing size and
affordability and proximity to family and friends, but not the physical attractiveness of
their neighborhoods. Though LAB Leavers thought neighborhood safety was important,
they rated it poorly, suggesting that it was not a reason that LAB Leavers originally
moved to Lawrence. Thus, while characteristics of the enclave (proximity to family and
friends, proximity to certain stores, and the use of Spanish) probably played some role in
attracting LAB Leavers to Lawrence initially, the primary reasons were factors not
associated with the enclave.
Figure 5-12: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers: Preferences for homes when
they first arrived
STAYERS LEAVERS
Percent Percent
Ranking Factor Ranking Factor
Rank Factor Very Important Factor Very Important
1 Home affordability 64
2 t 63 Neighborhood attractiveness 60
3 Home affordability 53 Size of home 58
3 or 4 Neighborhood safety 50 i i.
4 or 5 Proximity to one's job 50 Neighborhood Safety 54
Figure 5-13: Latino Asset-Builder Stavers and Leavers: Ratings of factors when they
first arrived
STAYERS LEAVERS
Percent Rating Percent Rating
Factor Highly Factor Highly
Rank Factor or Very Highly Factor or Very Highly
I Proximity to family 87 Home affordability 73
Neighborhood
2 Proximity to certain stores 63 Attractiveness 27
3 Home affordability 60 Size of home 75
3 or 4 Neighborhood safety 39 Proximity to family 72
4 or 5 Proximity to one's job 43 Neighborhood Safety 18
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Factors Now
For both LAB Stayers and LAB Leavers, the importance of factors associated with the
ethnic enclave declined with one exception, and factors commonly associated with the
mainstream increased in importance. The differences between LAB Stayers and LAB
Leavers are threefold. First, the factors that became more important for LAB Stayers
were more likely than the factors that became more important for LAB Leavers to be
factors that Lawrence met well. Second, LAB Leavers' preferences generally shifted
further away from enclave characteristics than LAB Stayers' preferences. Finally, factors
that could connote ties to a neighborhood or the draw of neighborhood character became
more important and more highly rated for LAB Stayers than they did for LAB Leavers
(See Figures 5-14 and 5-15).
Figure 5-14: Latino Asset-Builder Slavers and Leaiers: Preferences for homes now
Percent Ranking Percent Ranking
Factor Very Factor Very
Rank Factor Important Factor Important
I Size of home 63 Proximity to job 58
2 Home attractiveness 58 Size of home 54
2 or 3 Neighborhood safety 58 Good schools 53
4 Home affordability 53 Home affordability 50
5 Proximity to Family 47 Neighborhood Safety 47
Figure 5-15: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leaiers: Ratings of factors now
STAYERS LEAVERS
Percent Rating Percent Rating
Factor Highly or Factor Highly or
Rank Factor Very Highly Factor Very Highly
1 Size of home 94 Proximity to job 77
2 Neighborhood safety 58 Size of home 69
2 or 3 Home attractiveness 82 Good schools 38
4 Home affordability 70 Home affordability 67
5 Proximity to Family 64 Neighborhood Safety 36
LEAVERSSTAYERS
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LAB Leavers' preferences for factors shifted toward those that Lawrence tended to meet
poorly in general. LAB Leavers' preference for good public schools increased from 6th to
3 rd, and the importance of neighborhood safety continued to be ranked highly. However,
LAB Leavers' perceptions of public schools and neighborhood safety were poor. The
percentage of LAB Leavers who rated public schools highly declined from 60% when
they first arrived in Lawrence to 38% now. Though perceptions of neighborhood safety
improved from when LAB Leavers first arrived in Lawrence, they remained poor.
Though LAB Leavers' preference for living near their job increased dramatically from a
rank of 7th to Ist and the percentage of LAB Leavers who rated their proximity to their job
highly increased from 55% to 7 7%, this positive factor did not make up for poor school
quality and neighborhood safety. Thus, it is likely the quality of public schools and
neighborhood safety were reasons for respondents to indicate that they did not plan to
stay in Lawrence.
LAB Stayers' preferences, on the other hand, shifted toward more mainstream
preferences, but also in line with positive shifts in their perceptions of Lawrence. The
importance of home size to LAB Stayers increased in rank from 6t" to Ist, and the
importance of attractiveness of home increased from 6th to 2 "d. Those who rated the size
of their home highly increased from 56% to 94%, and those who rated the attractiveness
of their home highly increased from 37 % to 8 2 %. A smaller shift was an increase in the
importance of neighborhood safety from 4 to 2 "". Though not as highly regarded as the
size or attractiveness of home, perceptions of neighborhood safety improved as well.
LAB Stayers who perceived schools very highly or highly increased from 40% to 59%
and safety increased from 39% to 58%.
LAB Leavers saw their preferences, which were already further removed from enclave
characteristics than the stayers' preferences, shift even further away from enclave
characteristics, thereby making Lawrence less attractive to them. LAB Leavers'
preference for proximity to family and friends, the only characteristic of an enclave they
thought was important, dropped from a rank of 3 1 to a rank of 8 '*. LAB Stayers'
preferences for enclave characteristics generally dropped as well, but that decline was
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more nuanced. Stayers' preference for proximity to family and friends dropped from
being ranked 1" to 5 *, and living near certain stores dropped from 2 to 12"'. However,
use of Spanish became more important increasing in rank from 8"' to 6 "'. This implies
that though some characteristics often associated with ethnic enclaves dropped in
importance, other aspects of the enclave continue to be attractive to LAB Stayers, but not
LAB Leavers.
Not only did some characteristics of the enclave become more important to Stayers, but
factors often associated with neighborhood cohesion and character also increased in
importance and perceived quality. LAB Stayers' preferences for active community
organizations and community cultural events in the neighborhood increased subtly from a
rank of 1 1 "' to 9 * and from 1 2 "' to 1 0 t', respectively. Similarly, LAB Leavers'
preferences from community organizations and community cultural events also increased,
though more subtly, from 12 *' to 11" and I1* to 1O', respectively. However, the
perception of active community organizations and community cultural events improved
dramatically for LAB Stayers and declined somewhat less dramatically for LAB Leavers.
LAB Stayers who rated active community organizations and community cultural events
very highly or highly increased from 26% and 27% when respondents first arrived to
87% and 70% now, respectively (See Figure 5-16). On the other hand, the percentage of
LAB Leavers who rated active community organizations and community cultural events
very highly or highly declined from 55% and 54% when they first arrived to 23% and
25%, respectively, now. These responses-increases in the importance of active
community organizations and community cultural events-suggest that cultural factors in
the enclave may be a reason that enclavers stay even as their increasing assets allow them
to leave. However, it is important to remember that overall these factors are considerably
less important than other factors.
Chapter 5
Aaron Stelson
Figure 5-16: Latino Asset-Builder Stavers and Leavers: Percent rating active community
organizations and neighborhood cultural events highly
Perceptions of Active Community Organizations
First Arrived Now
LAB Stayers 26 87
LAB Leavers 56 23
Perceptions of Neighborhood Cultural Events
First Arrived Now
LAB Stayers 27 70
LAB Leavers 54 25
It is also important to note that it is not just a shift in preferences that determined whether
Latino Asset-Builders wanted to stay or leave Lawrence. Perceptions of the quality of
homes (once again in the bundle of goods sense) were quite different as well. Part of the
explanation for this could be a psychological effect. If respondents believed they were
going to stay in Lawrence longer, they would be more apt to rank the same factor more
highly to reduce cognitive dissonance. That is, because LAB Stayers planned to stay
they may have rated factors in Lawrence more highly. On the other hand, part of the
explanation of these differences could be very real indeed. All of the questions asked
about respondents' neighborhoods-not the City as a whole-which vary across
Lawrence. It is possible that LAB Stayers lived in nicer neighborhoods in Lawrence than
LAB Leavers. That possibility suggests that within Lawrence there is a wide range of
options for housing.
That the ratings of factors differed fairly highly suggests that there they may be a wider
range of neighborhoods in Lawrence than commonly assumed exist in an enclave. Thus,
Asset-Builders may be able to find safer neighborhoods with better housing stock within
the enclave in Lawrence. Further, the recent introduction of charter schools in Lawrence
may mean that even among schools there is choice without leaving the enclave.'"
Lawrence, it appears, is a hybrid ethnic city, part ethnic enclave and part ethnic
17 Interview with Alicia Rodriguez.
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community. Some enclavers with real choices decide to live in Lawrence because they
can improve their housing stock and neighborhoods without leaving the enclave
community and there exist ties to culture and community that bond enclavers to
Lawrence. Yet, Lawrence still serves the purpose of an enclave; it eases the transition for
new immigrants.
Informing Directions for Community-Based Organizations in Lawrence
Latino Asset-Builders
In Lawrence families and individuals assets lie on a spectrum. Though Latino Asset-
Builders may currently not have the financial ability to move out of Lawrence (though
some probably do), they are likely to be the individuals that continue to build assets and
eventually have an opportunity to move. Thus, looking at their preferences can direct
CBOs' work to help create an environment in Lawrence that matches those preferences,
making it more likely that Latino Asset-Builders will stay in Lawrence even as they
continue to build assets.
A comparison of the preferences and ratings of Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers
suggests that LAB Stayers plan to stay in Lawrence and LAB Leavers plan to leave
Lawrence because of differences in both preferences for homes and perceptions of their
homes in Lawrence (See Figures 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, and 5-15). LAB Stayers planned to
stay because they generally found their houses to be adequately sized, attractive, and
affordable and viewed their neighborhoods as more safe than LAB Leavers did. While
they were able to live near their jobs and find affordable housing, LAB Leavers planned
to leave because of negative perceptions of schools and safety in their neighborhoods and
a corresponding greater weight that good public schools held in their decision of where to
reside." Further, LAB Leavers' worse perception of the size of their homes could have
8 Latino Asset-Builder Leavers probably valued schools more that LAB Stayers because they were more
likely to have school-aged children. Further, the jump from preference ranking of 6th when LAB Leavers
first arrived in Lawrence to 3 rd now is most likely a result in a large growth in the number of LAB Leavers
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tipped the balance in favor of leaving. LAB Leavers valued the attractiveness of their
homes less than LAB Stayers. Thus, LAB Leavers did not highly value one of the
primary factors that made LAB Stayers plan to stay in Lawrence.' 9 Lastly, even though
they were relatively unimportant in deciding where to live, the drastic differences in the
ratings of active community organizations and community cultural events could indicate
that perceptions of, and to a lesser extent preference for, these two factors could have
made a difference in choosing to stay or leave Lawrence.
LAB Stayers' and LAB Leavers' preferences overlapped in some ways, but diverged in
others. LAB Leavers' most important factors were (1) proximity to one's job, (2) size of
one's home, (3) the availability of good public schools, (4) housing affordability, and (5)
neighborhood safety, in that order (See Figure 5-14). The size of one's home,
neighborhood safety, and housing affordability were important factors for LAB Stayers
as well. However, living close to one's job and good public schools were not as
important to LAB Stayers, and the attractiveness of one's home and living close to family
were more important to them.
Of the three factors that both LAB Stayers and LAB Leavers thought were important,
housing affordability and housing size were rated highly by both groups (See Figure 5-
15). Seventy percent of LAB Stayers and 67% of LAB Leavers agreed that their housing
was affordable. Though both LAB Stayers and LAB Leavers rated housing size highly
relative to other factors, LAB Stayers rated it much higher. Ninety-four percent of LAB
Stayers and 69% percent of LAB Leavers thought their housing was adequately sized.
Both LAB Stayers and LAB Leavers rated neighborhood safety poorly, but LAB Leavers
rated it more poorly. Fifty-eight percent of LAB Stayers, and only 36% percent of LAB
Leavers agreed that their neighborhood was safe.
with school-aged children. The percentage of LAB Leavers with school-aged children jumped from 23%
when LAB Leavers first moved to Lawrence to 64% now.
19 Not only did LAB Leavers not value housing attractiveness as much as LAB Stayers, but they also did
not rate their homes as attractive either.
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LAB Leavers rated their proximity to jobs highly and perceived the Lawrence public
schools poorly (See Figure 5-15). Seventy-seven percent of LAB Leavers agreed that
they lived close to their job, quite a bit more than the 58% of LAB Stayers that agreed
with that question. LAB Leavers rated the Lawrence Public Schools particularly poorly.
Just 38% percent of LAB Leavers agreed that there were good public schools. While
LAB Stayers rated the public schools more highly (59% agreed that there were good
public schools), few LAB Stayers or LAB Leavers strong/v agreed that there are good
public schools. This indicates that the poor quality of public schools may have been a
driving factor in the decision to leave Lawrence, and LAB Stayers may stay in Lawrence
despite a poor school system.
These discrepancies between what Leavers value and their ratings of those factors in
Lawrence highlight some of needs that must be addressed in Lawrence to entice Latino
Asset-Builder Leavers to stay in Lawrence. These needs are first and foremost to
improve the safety of Lawrence's neighborhoods and improve the quality of education in
Lawrence's Public Schools. Secondary needs include an increase in the scope and reach
of community organizations and neighborhood cultural events and to a lesser extent
construction of larger housing units.
Asset-Holder Stayers and Leavers
In the previous section, I discussed Latino Asset-Builders' preferences and perceptions
and their implications for directions for community-based organizations in Lawrence.
Though it is important to understand the preferences of Latino-Asset Builders, it is also
important to look at all Lawrence residents with the current ability to move. To do this, I
look at Asset-Holders (n=48), Lawrence residents with relatively high incomes or the
potential to make a relatively high income. Specifically, Asset-Holders (AHs) are
Lawrence residents who either earn more the $50,000 per year, about the area median
income,20 or have a college degree, and therefore have the potential to earn a relatively
high salary. These people need not be Latino. Similarly to Latino Asset-Builders, I split
20 http://www.huduser.org/Datasets/L/IL07/mafy2007.pdf The median income for the Lawrence metro
area is approximately $52,000.
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this group into AH Stayers (n=16) and AH Leavers (n=25) to understand differences in
preferences and how those influence mobility decisions.2' AH Stayers plan to live in
Lawrence for at least ten more years, and AH Leavers plan to stay for less than five
years.
Asset-Holder Stayers and Leavers have similar preferences with some subtle differences
that are important in understanding the choice to leave or stay. Some of the Asset
Holder's preferences and perceptions can be explained through demographics differences
(See Figure 6-3). However, perhaps more important is the divergence of AH Stayers and
All Leavers' perceptions of the quality of important factors in Lawrence (See Figure 5-
18 and 5-19).
Key differences in demographics may partially explain the decision to stay or leave (See
Figure 5-17). LAB Leavers tend to be younger, to have moved to Lawrence more
recently, and to be more likely to have children. Because they are younger and have
more recently moved to Lawrence, it is likely that they are less rooted in the community.
Those respondents with children most likely value the public schools more than those
without children, and therefore may be more apt to move if the school system is not
perceived well. However, several interviews revealed that parents may also be hesitant to
remove their children from a school environment because of the disruption of moving.22
Though more than half of both AH Stayers and Leavers attended a community
organization's event within the past six months, AH Stayers were more likely to attend
such events. However, causality in this case is difficult to discern. It seems likely that
those who were already apt to stay would be more likely to attend community
organizations' events precisely because they planned to be in the community for a long
time. On the other hand, it also seems likely that those who attended community
organizations' events would, through those events, build roots in the community and
therefore be more apt to stay.
21 There were seven Asset-Holders planned to stay between five and ten years. To create a more distinct
division between AH Stayers and AH Leavers.
22 Interview with Elisa Punto. Interview with Maria Duerte.
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Figure 5-17: Asset-Holder Stavers and Leavers: Demographics
Demographic or Variable Stayers Leavers
Median Age 40-49 30-39
Percent Latino 56% 60%
Percent White 44% 36%
Percent Born in Lawrence 25% 8%
Percent Born outside U.S. 56% 50%
Median Year moved to Lawrence 1992.5 2001
Mean Year moved 1993 1995
Currently have children between 5-17 25% 52%
Attended a community event in past 6 months 88% 63%
Asset Holders tended to stay or leave Lawrence due to differences in their perceptions of
Lawrence, and to a lesser extent differences in their preferences for homes. Ali Stayers
planned to stay in Lawrence because they were able to find adequately sized and
affordable houses in attractive and safe neighborhoods proximate to their jobs and friends
and family. They planned to stay despite poor ratings of schools most likely because AlI
Stayers were less likely to have school-aged children and, as a consequence, schools were
less important. Though AH Leavers could find affordable homes near their jobs and their
friends and family, concerns about neighborhood safety and attractiveness and even more
serious concerns about schools pushed them to leave. Though AH Leavers were
generally able to find homes that were adequately sized, they were less able to do so than
All Stayers and housing size was less important to them. Additionally, perceptions of
community organizations may play a supplementary role in the decision to stay or leave.
Figure 5-18: Asset-Holder Stavers and Leavers: Current Home Preferences
Percent Percent
Ranking Ranking
Factor Very Factor Very
Rank Factor Important Factor Important
1 Home affordability 81 Neighborhood Safety 52
2 Proximity to family 75 Home affordability 50
2 or 3 Neighborhood safety 69 Proximity to job 50
4 Size of home 63 Good schools 46
5 Proximity to one's job 50 Proximity to family 42
5 Neighborhood attractiveness 50 Neighborhood attractiveness 42
LeaversStayers
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Figure 5-19: Asset-Holder Stavers and Leavers: Current Ratings of Factors23
Stayers Leavers
Percent Percent
Rating Factor Rating Factor
Highly or Highly or
Rank Factor Very Highly Factor Very Highly
I Home affordability 81 Neighborhood Safety 44
2 Proximity to family 69 Home affordability 76
2 or 3 Neighborhood safety 88 Proximity to job 88
4 Size of home 94 Good schools 20
5 Proximity to one's job 88 Proximity to family 71
5 Neighborhood attractiveness 81 Neighborhood attractiveness 56
Preferences for homes were similar between AH Stayers and Leavers, but subtle
differences in preferences may indicate reasons for leaving (See Figure 5-18). For AI
Stayers, the most important factors in choosing a home were (1) housing affordability, (2)
proximity to family, and (3) neighborhood safety, in that order. For AH Leavers, the
most important factors were (1) neighborhood safety, (2) proximity to one's job, and (3)
housing affordability. AH Leavers valued proximity to jobs, neighborhood safety, and
public schools more than stayers did, probably in part because AH Leavers were twice as
likely to have children.24 All Stayers valued proximity to family, the size of their homes,
and proximity to certain stores more than AH Leavers did.
While differences in preferences for factors explain some of the decision to stay or leave,
differences in perceptions of the quality in which Lawrence meets those factors may
explain more of the decision to stay or leave (See Figure 5-19). AH Stayers had more
positive perceptions of the safety and attractiveness of their neighborhoods and the
quality of their public schools than AH Leavers did. Though neighborhood safety was
important to both AH Leavers and Stayers, only 44% of All Leavers agreed that their
neighborhoods were safe while 88% of AH Stayers thought their neighborhoods were
The highlighted factors are those where these seems to be a large and meaningful discrepancy between
Stayers and Leavers.
- While the connection between valuing neighborhood safety and public school quality and having
children is obvious, the connection between having children and proximity to jobs is less obvious.
However, a reduced commute means being able to spend more time with your children and being easily
reachable in case of an emergency.
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safe. Similarly, 56% of AH Leavers agreed that their neighborhood was attractive
compared with 81% of AH Stayers. Not only did AH Leavers value public schools more
than AH Stayers, but they perceived the quality of public schools as much worse. Only
20% of AH Leavers agreed that there were good public schools available compared with
44% percent of AH Stayers (not a particularly high percentage either). Though it was not
a very important factor in choosing where to live, AH Stayers and Leavers' perceptions
of the extent to which active community organizations existed diverged considerably.
Only 46% percent of AH Leavers agreed that there were active community organizations
in their neighborhood compared to 87% percent for AH Stayers.
These results point to needs similar to those of Latino Asset-Builders. There is a clear
need for better public schools and safer neighborhoods. More attractive neighborhoods
may also induce some Asset-Holders to stay. Finally, similar to the Latino Asset-Builder
Leavers, there is a large divergence in perceptions of whether there are active community
organizations. Perhaps, expanding the reach of community organizations would induce
residents to stay.
What Lawrence Does Well and Needs to Improve
Lawrence attracts many residents because of its location near friends, family and jobs,
housing affordability, and characteristics of the ethnic enclave. However, real concerns
about the public services available in Lawrence and, to a lesser extent, concerns over the
physical housing stock and neighborhoods' physical environments preclude some
Lawrencians with the financial ability to leave from planning to stay in Lawrence. Those
who plan to stay are less likely to value factors that Lawrence meets poorly, such as
neighborhood safety and public schools, perhaps because they are also less likely to have
children. Those who plan to stay also place more value on house size and proximity to
family and certain stores, all factors that Lawrence meets relatively well. Finally, there
seems to be a connection between planning to stay in Lawrence and perception of active
community organizations and neighborhood cultural activities.
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Schools
No matter which group is analyzed, schools come to the top of the list of needed
improvements. AH Stayers and Leavers and Latino Asset-Builder Leavers perceive
school quality as declining since when they first arrived in Lawrence. Though Latino
Asset-Builder Stayers believe the schools have improved, they still rate poorly overall.
In fact, one woman wrote in a blank on the survey that she wanted to move because she
did not want her son to attend Lawrence High School. However, interviews revealed that
there is hope that the Lawrence Public Schools are improving. Several interviewees
mentioned new school buildings as a sign that the schools were improving.2 Another
explained that her mother decided to stay in Lawrence because she thought the
opportunities for her children, specifically their involvement in Groundwork Lawrence,
were better than in many other places.
While it is clear on one hand that the Lawrence Public Schools are in need of
improvement, it is also clear that several organizations in Lawrence have begun to
address educational issues. Groundwork Lawrence offers opportunities for students to
hold paid positions. Lawrence CommunityWorks' Movement City provides classes,
activities, and resources for students, especially those interested in the arts. The Higher
Education Resource Center provides materials and tutoring to help students go to college.
Even so, there is a real need to improve the Lawrence Public Schools-not just add
additional extracurricular opportunities.
Lawrence would most likely be able to retain more of its Asset-Builders if it could
improve the school system itself, not just supplement it with other educational activities.
Community-based organizations, especially those with experience in youth development
such as Lawrence CommuityWorks, Groundwork Lawrence, and the Higher Education
Resource Center, could partner with schools to improve academic engagement. New
York City has created a program that matches struggling schools with community
25 Interview with Maria Duerte. Interview with Alicia Rodriguez.
26 Interview with Elisa Punto.
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partners to offer more diverse and interesting curricula to students while building
capacity within schools. Lawrence's approach to creating new, smaller schools within
their larger high school is a step in the right direction, but partnering with community
organizations would take it a step further.
Safety
While schools were an area of concern for nearly everyone, neighborhood safety was a
concern primarily for Leavers. Though AH Stayers thought neighborhood safety had
improved from when they first moved to Lawrence, AH Leavers thought it remained
consistently poor. Several interviews revealed a concern about gang activity, and nearly
all of those interviewed believed that Lawrence had become less calm or "tranquillo."
Upon further inquiry, calmness and "tranquillo" were associated heavily with crime.
There were specific concerns about gang activity at Lawrence High School. 27
While crime appeared to be a problem, others noted that crime and gang activity had
dropped. These same people viewed their role as significant in reducing crime rates,
citing their meeting with police officials to increase information flow about gang activity.
Another woman discussed how her car got stolen and her apartment was broken into
when she first moved to Lawrence in 1991, in part causing her to decide to move away
from Lawrence. However, since she moved back to Lawrence in 1997, she has had no
problems with crime and believes crime to be mostly a problem of the past.2 8
All this is to say that it is likely that there is a perception that crime has declined recently.
However, there is also a perception, especially among Leavers, that crime is still a major
issue. Community-based organizations in Lawrence should focus on crime issues as a
strategy to retain Asset-Builders as residents of Lawrence through means of
empowerment. Lawrence CommunityWorks has already arranged for some residents to
speak directly with community police officers, but creating more open forums for local
residents to communicate with police could prove fruitful in two ways. First, it may
27 Interview with Maria Duerte. Interview with Juan Perez. Interview with Pablo Garcia.
28 Interview with Alicia Rodriguez.
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actually reduce crime by helping the police focus their efforts on hot spots. Second, by
empowering residents, it fosters the perception that it is possible to fight crime, making
residents feel more secure.
Other Factors
Though the housing size, housing attractiveness and neighborhood attractiveness factors
fell in the middle range of important factors, these factors may also be places for
improvement in Lawrence. Generally, respondents found the size of their housing
adequate, though more so for Stayers than Leavers.
Housing and neighborhood physical attractiveness were rated highly by Stayers and not
so highly by Leavers. Interviews confirmed this criticism of Lawrence. Several
interviewees explained that trash accumulation on the streets and yards in Lawrence was
a problem. Public campaigns against littering and dumping could be effective in greatly
improving neighborhood physical attractiveness. Even so, these factors are secondary to
larger issues involving schools and public safety.
Perceptions of Improvement and Empowerment
Perceptions that Lawrence is improving, more so than the improvements alone, anchor
residents to Lawrence. Several interviewees took pride in being a part of positive change
in their neighborhoods and several respondents explained that they stayed because
Lawrence was improving.29  They mentioned new parks, new schools, and more
homeownership opportunities as reasons for staying. Another interviewee mentioned the
way that people in Lawrence worked together-across ethnic lines-to improve the
community as a reason for staying.: It is not just the physical improvements of new
parks, schools, and houses that entice residents to stay, but rather the act of being a part
of those improvements holds real value to enclavers who plan to stay in Lawrence.
29 Interview with Elisa Punto. Interview with Pablo Garcia. Interview with Alicia Rodriguez.
30 Interview with Elisa Punto.
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Community organizations, connections and leaving or staying
While schools, neighborhood safety, and physical size and attractiveness of homes are all
tangible, there is a less tangible connection between involvement in community
organizations and neighborhood cultural events and choosing to stay in Lawrence. As a
whole, Stayers are much more likely than Leavers to agree that there are active
community organizations and community cultural events in their neighborhoods. It
seems likely that as one participates in community organizations or neighborhood
cultural events, one is move likely to learn about the full range of activities of that
organization as well as other organizations and events. Thus, agreeing that there are
active community organizations or that there are neighborhood cultural events might
highly correlated with involvement in community organizations or attendance at
neighborhood cultural events. Further, not only did a higher percentage of Stayers than
Leavers agree that there were active community organizations in their neighborhoods, but
they were also more likely to have attended a community organization's event.
In several interviews, Stayers spoke about community involvement as a source of
empowerment in creating a better community, and that empowerment encouraged them
to stay. In fact, one respondent stated that he had a commitment to the community and
could be helpful in improving it, and those were reasons for him to stay.3 ' Another
woman responded that she stayed in Lawrence because of her parish, another form of
community organization.32 Even though interviewees often spoke in terms of their
involvement in community organizations as causing them to stay, it seems plausible that
the causality runs the other way.
The relationship between involvement in community organizations and attendance at
neighborhood cultural events and the decision to stay in Lawrence may be one of mutual
causality. That is, those respondents who planned to stay in Lawrence for more than ten
years may have been more likely to get involved with community organizations or attend
neighborhood cultural events because they were planning to stay in the community.
31 Interview with Pablo Garcia.
32 Interview with Alicia Rodriguez.
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However, their involvement in these workings of the community may have reinforced
their plans to stay because their involvement created specific ties to the community.
This mutually reinforcing scenario suggests that if community-based organizations in
Lawrence can increase the involvement of community members those community
members will be more likely to stay in Lawrence. It also suggests that the dilemma of
community based organizations that try to build assets for community members only to
see them move away may be a less problematic dilemma than theory would anticipate.
Community-based organizations' act of helping local residents build assets necessarily
increases those residents involvement in that CBO, thereby increasing the likelihood that
those asset-builders remain in the community.
Conclusion
The survey and interviews suggest that Latino Asset-Builders and Asset-Holders stay in
Lawrence because Lawrence is well located near family and jobs, offers affordable,
adequately-sized housing, and has active community organizations of which many
Stayers are a part. Because Stayers were less likely to have school aged-children and
viewed the public services more positively than their Leaver counterparts, they were able
to tolerate inferior public services to have access to many of the aforementioned positive
characteristics of their neighborhoods. The opposite was true for Leavers. Though
Leavers viewed some aspects of Lawrence, such as its location near family members and
jobs, positively, for Leavers the poor quality of public schooling and unsafe
neighborhoods outweighed those benefits. Being more likely to have school-aged
children probably can explain some of the shift, but so too might less involvement in
community activities. For Latino Asset-Builders, the initial reasons to move to
Lawrence-whether it was for characteristics of the ethnic enclave that existed in
Lawrence or for affordable housing-also played a role in attachment to the community.
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These responses indicate clear directions for community-based organizations in
Lawrence. Focusing on improving public schools and neighborhood safety should be top
priorities. The expansion of CBOs to try to include more people in an effort to connect
them with a community could also play a role. In fact, working to improve public
schools and neighborhood safety might also expand the number of people involved in
community organizations, increasing the level of attachment to Lawrence by both
improving the school system and neighborhood safety but also by encouraging residents
to grow roots in the community. While it seems that CBOs in Lawrence have done well
in reaching out to those attracted to Lawrence by characteristics of ethnic enclaves, they
may have done less well at attracting those who moved to Lawrence primarily for
affordable housing. Expanding CBO networks to reach those Lawrencians could induce
many more Asset-Builders and Asset-Holders to stay, thereby building capacity within
the Lawrence community.
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CHAPTER 6:
CONCLUSION AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This thesis aimed to understand mobility decisions of those with the option to stay or
leave Lawrence. To do this, it sought to understand why Lawrence residents moved to
Lawrence in the first place, what Lawrence residents plans to stay were, and how the
importance and perceptions of different factors influenced the decision to stay or leave.
The reasons for pursuing this study were twofold.
First, I was interested in studying the applicability of the spatial assimilation hypothesis
to new immigrant groups and new ethnic enclaves, especially since people's connections
to community and place seem to counter it. Spatial assimilation theory suggests that as
immigrants gain skills more applicable to the mainstream economy (e.g., the ability to
speak English or a high school diploma) their preferences for homes shift from valuing
characteristics of the ethnic enclave most to valuing characteristics associated more with
the "American Dream" (e.g., a large, attractive house, good public schools, or safe
neighborhoods) relatively more. This shift in preferences often induces a move out of an
ethnic enclave, the theory explains. While this theory makes sense in many ways, it also
minimizes connections between people and connections to a place. By studying
enclavers in Lawrence, it is possible to better understand both the application of spatial
assimilation and better understand connections to a specific community.
Second, stemming from spatial assimilation theory, many place-based community
organizations that attempt to build personal assets for enclavers face a dilemma. That
dilemma is that community-based organizations' act of helping to build the assets of their
members may actually give those very members the ability to leave the community.
Thus, increased mobility of asset-builders can hamper community-based organizations'
attempts to improve a specific place. By studying the mobility plans of enclavers and the
factors that influence the mobility, the dilemma can begin to be addressed by focusing on
the factors that drive enclavers with assets to leave.
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Does spatial assimilation theory apply in Lawrence?
The findings and analysis of the survey show that spatial assimilation theory does not
seem to explain the mobility of enclavers in Lawrence well. Following spatial
assimilation theory, as Latino enclavers build assets their preferences tend to shift from
ranking characteristics of the ethnic enclave as most important when they first moved to
Lawrence to ranking characteristics more associated with the mainstream as being most
important now, though some of the characteristics of the enclave remained important.
However, this shift in preferences did not result in enclavers' planning to leave. In fact,
as Latino enclavers built assets, they also planned to stay in Lawrence for a longer period
of time, exactly the opposite of what spatial assimilation theory would predict.
The ability of enclavers to improve their living conditions without leaving Lawrence,
perceptions that Lawrence is improving, and connections to place all counteract the
factors that would induce a move. This suggests that the trade-off between ethnic
enclave characteristics and high quality public services like good schools may not exist in
Lawrence as explicitly as the spatial assimilation literature would suggest. In other
words, it is possible to both continue to live in an ethnic enclave with all of the
advantageous social and cultural characteristics of the enclave and improve one's living
conditions by moving to a larger, more attractive home, finding a safer neighborhood, or
improving one's child's education in some way. Further, it seems that enclavers who
moved to Lawrence for the characteristics of the enclave first and foremost were more
likely to plan to stay than enclavers who moved to Lawrence primarily for affordable
housing, probably because they built connections to and grew roots in the community
through community organizations or in other ways.
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What can community-based organizations (CBOs) in Lawrence do to address the
dilemma they face?
It should first be noted that the findings of the survey and interviews suggest that the
asset-builder mobility dilemma may be less problematic than theory would suggest for
two reasons. First, the survey shows that as enclavers build assets they plan to stay in
Lawrence for a longer period of time. Second, involvement in community organizations
seems to, if not cause people to plan to stay longer, at least reinforce their plans to stay.
These two findings imply that the asset-building strategies community-based
organizations (CBOs) employ may induce enclavers to stay because such strategies not
only build assets for enclavers, but necessarily involve them in community organizations.
Even though the majority of enclavers that built assets plan to stay in Lawrence for a
longer period of time, there are some enclavers that built assets who plan to leave. These
people tended to initially move to Lawrence primarily because of affordable housing and
secondarily for characteristics of the enclave. Thus, while enclavers who planned to stay
tended to value characteristics of the enclave, find ways to improve their living
conditions, and plan stay despite some negative perceptions of schools and, to a lesser
extent neighborhood safety, those who planned to leave did not have the same
preferences for enclave characteristics nor the same preference for larger homes. Further,
though (and perhaps because) those who planned to leave valued neighborhood safety
and schools more than their counterparts who planned to stay, they perceived
neighborhood safety and schools poorly. Thus, concerns about public schools and
neighborhood safety made some enclavers plan to leave.
Community-based organizations in Lawrence could have a stronger positive impact on
the community if they could entice those enclavers who planned to leave to stay. The
results of the survey suggest several directions for CBOs to take. It is clear that any
strategy CBOs take should be directed at both at schools in Lawrence and neighborhood
safety. Further, because involvement in CBOs tends to anchor enclavers to the
community and it seems that a feeling of empowerment tends to boost perceptions of
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factors, CBO's strategy should encourage participation of many enclavers. While CBOs
in Lawrence offer a wide-range of extracurricular activities for Lawrence students (many
of which are quite highly regarded in the community) and several new charter schools
have been founded, the schools themselves are still viewed as a large problem.
Partnering directly with the Lawrence Public Schools to inject interesting curricula and
improve capacity with real opportunities for the involvement of a wide array of enclave
residents could have dramatic effects. In the domain of neighborhood safety, Lawrence
CommunityWorks' facilitation of several meetings between neighborhood residents and
community police officers both improved police response and empowered enclavers.
Expansion of structures for community-police communication could both improve
neighborhood safety and empower more enclavers. Such initiatives could improve both
the actual school system and neighborhood safety, but also improve perceptions of those
factors independent of whether they actually improved.
Areas for future research
This thesis raises as many questions as it answers. While it certainly challenges spatial
assimilation theory and provides direction for community-based organizations, several
questions remain unanswered:
1. Is there a difference in mobility plans and actually mobility?
2. Does building assets through a community-based organizations, as opposed to
solely though one's own initiative, have an impact on mobility?
3. What are the generational differences in mobility within enclaves?
4. How does homeownership-both actual homeownership and opportunities for
homeownership-affect mobility decisions?
Though much of this thesis is based on self-expressed plans to stay in or move from
Lawrence, it is unclear how realistic these plans are. While this thesis in its original
conception planned to look at both those who actually stayed and those who actually left,
it was unable to because of limited responses from and difficulty locating enclavers who
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left Lawrence. However, looking at how plans to stay or leave compare with actually
staying or leaving could be useful in supporting or challenging the findings of this thesis.
One finding of this thesis is that building assets actually makes enclavers more likely to
plan to remain in Lawrence. However, it is likely that building assets is also tied to other
factors such as staying in Lawrence for a longer period of time and, perhaps, involvement
in community organizations. In fact, this thesis has little to say about how enclavers built
assets. It is possible that those who did build assets did so through community
organizations, and it was that involvement in community organizations that caused
enclavers to plan to stay rather than building assets themselves. A study that looked at
differences in attachment to place in enclavers who built assets in different ways could
shed light on this question.
Though this thesis, for the most part, used answers from immigrants, there very well may
be differences in assimilation based on generational factors. That is, second generation
immigrants may be far more likely to assimilate. In fact, it may be more of a challenge to
entice second-generation immigrant to stay as they build assets. A similar study that
focuses on second-generation immigrants could yield very different results.
Finally, this thesis does not deal with the issue of homeownership. Homeownership is
often billed as an asset-building technique that anchors residents to a place. Further,
several interviewees mentioned moving to Lawrence because of homeownership
opportunities. Research on how homeownership-both actually owning a home and the
possibility of homeownership--affects mobility decisions could provide interesting
insights on how CBOs can help people build assets while connection them to a place.
The Final Word
This thesis suggests that spatial assimilation theory offers only a partial explanation of
upwardly mobile immigrants' decision to stay in or leave ethnic enclaves. It seems that
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as immigrants build assets that also build a connection to the Lawrence community.
Having options to move to larger, more attractive homes, find better schools or
supplement schools with other educational opportunities to make up for poor school
quality, or reside in safer neighborhoods all while remaining in the enclave allow asset-
building enclavers to stay in the enclave. That is, in Lawrence some asset-builders are
able to both increase their home's amenities and retain the advantageous cultural and
social characteristics of an ethnic enclave. Further, it seems that feelings of
empowerment to affect social issues and positive views of community organizations also
induce residents to stay.
While this thesis calls into question spatial assimilation theory's explanatory power, there
were some upwardly mobile residents that planned to leave. The factors these residents
indicate as being primary to their plans to leave provide direction for community-based
organizations that wish to be more effective in retaining upwardly mobile residents of
Lawrence. Though community-based organizations in Lawrence seem to be relatively
effective in enticing upwardly mobile Lawrencians to stay in Lawrence, they could be
even more effective if they focused energy on empowering residents to improve the
Lawrence Public Schools and safety in their neighborhoods.
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APPENDIX A:
THE SURVEY IN SPANISH AND ENGLISH
Below are the English and Spanish versions of the survey.
Aaron Stelson
SURVEY: CURRENT LAWRENCE RESIDENTS
Introduction
This survey is designed to better understand why people choose to continue to live in Lawrence, MA. The
results will be incorporated into my master's thesis at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and
may inform the work that community-based organizations in Lawrence and elsewhere conduct. You have
probably received this survey because you are on the Lawrence CommunityWorks mailing list or know
someone who is on that list.
For completing and returning this survey, I will enter your name in a drawing for a $200 cash prize! The
survey should only take you 10 minutes to fill out, and you will be notified by April 1, 2007 if you win the
prize.
These surveys will be kept confidential. We will use individual and grouped responses, but in all cases
your name will not be used. If you have any questions please email or call Aaron Stelson at
astelsonwmit.edu or 617-275-3782. You can also take the survey online at
http://web.mit.edu/astelson/www/survey.htm.
Thank you in advance for your participation!
Aaron Stelson
Survey
1. Where do you currently live in Lawrence?
Street Address or Closest Intersection:
2. In what year did you first move to Lawrence?
Year:
3. Please list all of the places that you have lived in Lawrence, when
rent.
you lived at each, and your monthly
Address or closest intersection Year(s) lived in residence Rent (to closest hundred dollars)
Example: Garden Street at Newbury 1999-2001 1999 and 2000: $800
Street 2001: $900
You must include your name and phone number at the end of this survey to be entered in the drawing.
Appendix A
Aaron Stelson
4. The following chart asks about two categories NOW:
A. Which factors are important in your choice of a home?
B. Which factors are true about your home in Lawrence?
For each statement please circle the most appropriate number in each co/umn.
Please rate each statement using the following scale:
I =Strongly Agree
2=Agree
3=Neither agree nor disagree
4=Disagree
5=Strongly disagree
A. THIS IS IMPORTANT TO B. THIS IS TRUE ABOUT MYFACTOR ME. HOME IN LAWRENCE.
I live close to family and/or 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
friends.
I live close to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
I live close to certain stores. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Spanish is commonly used in the 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5
neighborhood.
The neighborhood has many 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
community cultural events.
The neighborhood has active 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
community organizations.
The neighborhood is safe. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
The neighborhood is physically 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
attractive.
There are good public schools 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
available.
My home is large enough for my 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5family and me.
My home is physically attractive. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
My home is affordable. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Other (describe below):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Other (describe below):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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5. The following chart asks about two categories WHEN YOU FIRST MOVED TO LAWRENCE:
A. Which factors were important in your choice of a home?
B. Which factors were true about your first home in Lawrence?
Please answer this question even if you live in the same home now as when you first moved to
Lawrence.
For each statement please circle the most appropriate number in each column.
Please rate each statement using the following scale:
l=Strongly Agree
2=Agree
3=Neither agree nor disagree
4=Disagree
5=Strongly disagree
A. THIS WAS IMPORTANT TO B. THIS WAS TRUE ABOUT MY
FACTOR ME. FIRST HOME IN LAWRENCE.
I lived close to family and/or I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5friends.
I lived close to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
I lived close to certain stores. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Spanish was commonly used in the 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
neighborhood.
The neighborhood had many 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
community cultural events.
The neighborhood had active 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
community organizations.
The neighborhood was safe. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
The neighborhood was physically 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
attractive.
There were good public schools 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
available.
My home was large enough for my 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5family and me.
My home was physically 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
attractive.
My home was affordable. I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Other (describe below):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Other (describe below):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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6. The following questions ask about some personal characteristics now and when you first moved to
Lawrence.
WHEN FIRST MOVED TO
QUESTION CURRENTLY LAWRENCE
Do/did you speak English? Yes No Yes No
Where do/did you work? City: State: City: _State:_
Less than $20k $20k-S30k Less than $20k $20k-S30k
What is/was your annual $30k-$40k $40k-$50k $30k-$40k $40k-$50k
income from all sources? $50k-$60k $60k-$70k $50k-S60k S60k-$70k
above $70k above $70k
Less than high school Less than high school
What is/was the highest level High school diploma High school diploma
of education you have/had
completed? Some college Some college
College degree or higher College degree or higher
Do/did you have children Yes No Yes Nobetween the ages of 5 and 17?
Less than 2 years Less than 2 years
How much longer do/did you 2-5 years 2-5 years
plan to live in Lawrence? 5-10 years 5-10 years
Over 10 years Over 10 years
If you plan/planned on (Write your answer below) (Write your answer below)
staying in Lawrence less than
10 years, where do/did you
plan to move?
Have/had you heard of
Lawrence Yes No Yes No
CommunityWorks?
Have/had you heard of Yes No Yes NoGroundwork Lawrence?
Have/had you heard of
Arlington Community Yes No Yes No
Trabajando?
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7. In the past 6 months, I attended community events organized by:
(Circle all that apply)
Lawrence CommunityWorks, Groundwork Lawrence Arlington Community
Trabajando
Other Did not attend a community event
8. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of life in Lawrence when youfirst moved to
Lawrence?
1 2 3 4 5
Best Worst
9. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of life in Lawrence nlow?
1 2 3 4 5
Best Worst
10. Did Lawrence CommunityWorks or another community organization in Lawrence have a significant
effect on making Lawrence better? (Circle one)
Yes No Unsure
If yes, which organization(s)?
Organization(s):
11. How old are you? (Circle one)
18-20 21-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 Over 60
12. Are you male or female? (Circle one)
Male Female
13. What is your race/ethnicity? (Circle all that apply)
White Black Asian Native American Ilispanic/Latino
Other:
14. In which country were you born?
United States Puerto Rico Dominican Republic
Other:
15. Was one or more of your parent(s)/guardian(s) born outside the United States?
Yes No
If yes, in which country(ies)?
Puerto Rico Dominican Republic
Other(s):_
Thank you for filling out this survey. Please turn to the next page to enter your name for the drawing.
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To be entered into the drawing for the $200 cash prize, please enter your name and phone number below:
Name:
Phone:
Did someone give you this survey to fill out? If yes, please enter their name and phone number below so that
they can be entered into the drawing as well.
Name:
Phone:
I may be contacted to further discuss this survey and residential mobility decisions in Lawrence. (Circle one)
Yes No
Please return the survey in the enclosed prepaid envelope by Feb. 25th, 2007 to be entered in the drawing. You
may also mail the survey to:
Aaron Stelson
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
9-428
77 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139
THANK YOU!
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ENCUESTA: RESIDENTES ACTUALES DE LAWRENCE
Introducci6n
Esta encuesta esti disehada para comprender mejor por que la gente decide periianecer en Lawrence MA.
Los resultados serin parte de mi tesis de maestria del Instituto Tecnol6gico de Massachusetts (MIT) y
puede ayudar a informar el trabajo que realizan organizaciones comunitarias en Lawrence y en otros
lugares. Probablemente usted recibi6 esta encuesta porque su nombre esti en la lista de correo de Lawrence
Community Works, o porque usted conoce a alguien que esti en esa lista.
Si completa y envia esta encuesta, incluird su nombre en una rifa para ganar un premio de $200 d6lares en
efectivo! 2 Completar la encuesta s6lo le tomari 10 minutos y sera notificado(a) antes del Iro de Abril, en
caso de que gane el premio.
Estas encuestas se mantendrin confidenciales. Usaremos las respuestas agrupadas e individuales, pero bajo
ninguna circunstancia usaremos su nombre. Si tiene alguna duda o pregunta, por favor envie un correo
electr6nico o lame a Aaron Stelson a la direcci6n: astelson(Cmit.edu o al teldfono: 617-275-3782.
Tambien puede responder esta encuesta por internet en la direcci6n:
http://web.mit.edu/astelson/www/survey.htm.
Muchas gracias por su participaci6n!
Aaron Stelson
Encuesta
1. ZEn que lugar de Lawrence vive actualmente?
Direcci6n o Intersecci6n mis cercana:
2. ZEn que afto se mudo por primera vez a Lawrence?
Ano:
3. Por favor, enumere los lugares en los que ha vivido en Lawrence, cuindo vivi6 en cada uno de ellos, y
cuil fue su renta mensual.
Direcci6n o intersecci6n mas cercana Anto(s) en los que vivi6 alli Renta (aproxime al m6tiplo de cien
d6lares mds cercano)
Ejemplo: Calle Garden con Calle 1999-2001 1999 y 2000: $800
Newbury 2001: $900
Debe escribir su nombre y nnmero telef6nico al final de la encuesta para participar en la rifa.
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4. La siguiente tabla hace preguntas sobre dos categorias EN EL PRESENTE:
C. ZQu6 factores son importantes cuando escoge una vivienda?
D. ;Qu6 factores son ciertos en el caso de su vivienda actual en Lawrence?
Para cada afirmaci6n por favor trace un circulo alrededor del nnmero apropiado en cada columna.
Por favor evalne cada afirmacion usando [a siguiente escala:
I =Completamente de acuerdo
2=De acuerdo
3=No estoy de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo
4=En desacuerdo
5=Completamente en desacuerdo
A. ESTO ES IMPORTANTE B. ESTO ES CIERTO EN EL
FACTOR CASO DE MI VIVIENDA ENPARA MI. LAWRENCE.
Vivo cerca a mi familia o a mis 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
amigos.
Vivo cerca al trabajo. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Vivo cerca a ciertas tiendas. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
En el barrio se habla espahol 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5frecuentemente.
En el barrio hay muchos eventos 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
culturales comunitarios.
El barrio tiene organizaciones 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
comunitarias muy activas.
El barrio es seguro. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
El barrio es bonito. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
El barrio tiene buenas escuelas 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5pfiblicas.
Mi vivienda es suficientemente 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5grande para mi y mi familia.
Mi vivienda es bonita. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Mi vivienda no es muy costosa. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Otra (describa a continuaci6n):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Otra (describa a continuaci6n):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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5. La siguiente tabla hace preguntas sobre dos categorias CUANDO USTED SE MUDO A LAWRENCE
POR PRIMERA VEZ:
A. ZQu6 factores fueron importantes cuando escogi6 su vivienda?
B. iQu6 factores eran ciertos en el caso de su primera vivienda en Lawrence?
Por favor responda a todas las preguntas, incluso si vive en la misma vivienda que cuando se mud6 a
Lawrence por primera vez.
Para cada afirmaci6n por favor trace un circulo alrededor del nnmero apropiado en cada colunna.
Por favor evalne cada afirmaci6n usando la siguiente escala:
I=Completanente de acterdo
2=De acuerdo
3=No estoy de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo
4=En desacuerdo
5=Completamente en desacuerdo
B. ESTO ERA CIERTO EN EL
FACTOR A EST CASO DE MI PRIMERA
VIVIENDA EN LAWRENCE.
Vivia cerca de mi familia o amigos. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Vivia cerca de mi trabajo. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Vivia cerca de ciertas tiendas. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Se hablaba espaftol frecuentemente 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
en mi barrio.
En el barrio habia muchos eventos 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
culturales comunitarios.
El barrio tenia organizaciones 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
comunitarias muy activas.
El barrio era seguro. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
El barrio era bonito. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Habia buenas escuales pnblicas 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5disponibles.
Mi vivienda era suficientemente 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5grande para mi y mi familia.
Mi vivienda era bonita. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Mi vivienda no era muy costosa. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Otra (describa a continuaci6n):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Otra (describa a continuaci6n):
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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6. Las siguientes preguntas se refieren a ciertas caracteristicas personales tanto en el presente como
cuando usted se mudo a Lawrence por primera vez.
CUANDO SE MUDO A LAWRENCE
PREGUNTA ACTUALMENTE POR PRIMERA VEZ
ZUsted habla o hablaba Si No Si No
ingl6s?
ZD6nde trabajaba o Ciudad: Estado: Ciudad: Estado:
trabaja?
Menos de$20mil $20mil a $30nil Menos de$20mil $20mil a $30mil
ZCuil es o cusl era su S30nil a $40mil $40mil a $50mil
ingreso anual total
(incluyendo todas las $5mmii a $60mil $60i0 a S7OmiI S50mil a S6Oil S6Omil a $70mil
fuentes de ingreso)?
Mis de $70niil Mis de S70mil
Menos que secundaria Menos que secundaria
ZCusl es o cusl era el Diploma de secundaria Diploma de secundaria
nivel mas alto de
educaci6n que usted Algo de universitaria Algo de universitaria
alcanz6?
Grado universitario o superior Grado universitario o superior
6Tiene usted o tenia nifnos
de edades entre los 5 y los Si No Si No
17 aftos?
Menos de 2 afios Menos de 2 arios
4Cuanto tiempo mis De 2 a 5 arlos De 2 a 5 aios
pensaba o piensa
quedarse en Lawrence? De 5 a 10 ahos De 5 a 10 aios
Mds de 10 afos Mas de 10 ahos
Si pensaba o piensa (Escriba la respuesta en este espacio) (Escriba la respuesta en este espacio)
quedarse en Lawrence
menos de 10 aunos ;A
d6nde piensa o pensaba
mudarse despu6s?
(Ha oido o habia oido
hablar de Lawrence Si No Si No
CommunityWorks?
4Ha oido o habia oido
hablar de Groundwork Si No Si No
Lawrence?
ZHa oido o habia oido
hablar de Arlington Si No Si No
Community Trabajando?
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7. En los nltimos 6 meses he asistido a eventos organizados por:
(Trace un circulo alrededor de todas las que correspondan)
Lawrence ComnmnityWorks Groundwork Lawrence Arlington Community Trabajando
Otra No be asistido a ningnn evento comunitario
8. Usando la escala que se presenta abajo, por favor califique la calidad de vida en Lawrence cuando
usted se muddi a Lawrence por primera ve:
1 2 3 4 5
La mejor La peor
9. Usando la escala que se presenta abajo, por favor califique la calidad de vida en Lawrence actualmente
1 2 3 4 5
La mejor La peor
10. ,Cree usted que Lawrence CommunityWorks u otra organizaci6n comunitaria de Lawrence ha tenido
un impacto significativo en mejorar a Lawrence? (Escoja una opcion y trace tin circulo alrededor)
Si No No sabe
Si su repsuesta es si ZCual organizaci6n(es)?
Organizaci6n(es):
I1. ;Qu6 edad tiene? (Trace un circulo alrededor)
18-20 21-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 o naas
12. ZEs usted hombre o mujer? (Trace tin circulo alrededor)
I lombre Mujer
13. ZCuil es su raza o grupo 6tnico? (Trace tin circulo alrededro de todas las que correspondan)
Blanco(a) Negro(a) Asiatico(a) Indigena Americano(a) I lispano(a)/Latino(a)
Otra:
14. ZEn qu6 pais naci6 usted?
Estados Unidos Puerto Rico Repnblica Dominicana
Otro:
15. ;Naci6 uno o mAs de sus padres o guardianes fuera de los Estados Unidos?
Si No
Si Ia respuesta es Si ZEn qu6 pais(es)?
Puerto Rico Repniblica Dominicana
Otro(s):
Muchas gracias por completar esta encuesta. Por favor pase a las siguiente pAgina para escribir su nombre y
tel6fono para particiapr en la rifa.
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Ingrese su nombre y n6mcor telef6nico para participar en la rifa de $200 dniares en efectivo.
Nombre:
N6mero telefonico:
ZRecibi6 usted esta encuesta de manos de alg6n conocido? Si la respuesta es si, por favor escriba el nombre y
numero telef6nico de esa persona para que ella tambi6n pueda participar en la rifa.
Nombre:
N6mero telef6nico:
ZPodr6 contactarlo(a) en el futuro para discutir la encuesta a profundidad, asi como las decisiones de movilidad
residencial en Lawrence? (Trace un circulo alrededor de la respuesta que corresponda)
Si No
Por favor devuelva esta encuesta en el sobre prepagado que le hemos enviado antes del 25 de febrero de 2007
para entrar en la rifa. Tambi6n puede enviar la encuesta a:
Aaron Stelson
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
9-428
77 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139
GRACIAS!
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APPENDIX B:
DEFINITIONS OF GROUPS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Below is a list of the groups of respondents I analyzed in this thesis. Keep in mind that
many of these groups overlap in order to obtain high enough numbers in each group.
However, the groups of Stayers and Leavers do not overlap.
All Respondents (N=86)
Latino Asset-Builders (LABs) (N=39)
Latino respondents that either (1) learned English, (2) increased their nominal
income, or (3) improved their level of education.
Latino Asset-Builder Stayers (LAB Stajers) (N=19)
Latino Asset-Builders who plan to stay in Lawrence for more than
10 years.
Latino Asset-Builder Leavers (LAB Leavers) (N=15)
Latino Asset-Builders who plan to stay in Lawrence for less than 5 years.
Latino Non/Minimal Asset-Builders (non-LABs) (N=21)
Latino respondents who did not (1) learn English, (2) increase their incomes by
more than one income bracket (i.e., $20,000-$30,000 to $30,000-$40,000) or (3)
improve their level of education.
Asset-Holders (AH) (N=48)
Respondents who earn more than $50,000 or have a college degree.
Asset-Holder Stayers (AH Stayers) (N=16)
Asset-Holders who plan to stay in Lawrence for more than 10 years.
Asset-Holder Leavers (AH Leavers) (N=25)
Asset-Holders who plan to stay in Lawrence for less than 5 years.
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APPENDIX C:
DISCUSSION OF ALL RESPONDENTS
Though not imperative to understanding the survey results, below is a discussion of all of
the responses to the survey.
First moved to Lawrence
The data indicates that survey respondents moved to Lawrence because they were able to
find adequately sized, affordable houses that were located near friends and family. When
people who responded to the survey first moved to Lawrence, the factors that were most
important were living close to family and friends and finding a home that was affordable.
Housing size and public services like schools and safety were also important, though
slightly less so (see Figure C-1). Lawrence seemed to meet the needs of residents quite
well in regards to living near family and friends and housing affordability (See Figure C-
2). Fifty-nine percent of respondents strongly agreed that they lived close to family or
friends and 50% strongly agreed that their housing was affordable. Though not quite as
favorable as the prior two factors, Lawrence seemed to provide housing that was sized
adequately as well. Thirty-six percent strongly agreed and 69% strongly agreed or agreed
that their homes were large enough for their families. However, respondents generally
did not agree that there were good public schools available or that their neighborhoods
were safe. Only 20% of respondents strongly agreed that there were good public schools
available, and only 25% strongly agreed that their neighborhood was safe. This suggests
that living close to family and friends, affordable housing, and, to a lesser extent, housing
size were all drivers in the decision to live in Lawrence when respondents first moved to
Lawrence.
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Figure C-1: All Respondents: Important factors in choosing a home
Factor First arrived Now Change inF Percent
Percent Percent Respondents
Ranking Ranking Ranking
Factor Very Factor Very Factor Very
Rank Important Rank Important Important
Living Close to Family 60 45 -15
Affordability of Home 55 55 0
Size of home 44 473
Safety in neighborhood 42 47 5
Good schools 38 40 2
Attractiveness of home 35_____ 46 11
Living Close to Your Job 35___45_ 10
Spanish spoken 35 30 -5
Living Close to Certain Stores 35 20 -15
Attractiveness of neighborhood 33_____ 41 8
Community Organizations 15 25 10
Cultural events in neighborhood 10 20 10
Figure C-2: All Respondents Ratings of factors in Lawrence
Factor First arrived Now Change inapercentage rating
Percentage rating Percentage rating their neighborhood
their nei hborhood their neighborhood very highly
Highly Highly Highly
Very and very Very and very Very and Very
Highly highly Highly highl Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 59% 81% 44% 74% -15% -7%
Affordability of Home 50% 75% 31% 73% -19% -2%
Size of home 36% 69% 40% 79% 4% 10%
Safety in neighborhood 25% 46% 20% 51% -5% 4%
Good schools 20% 54% 12% 41% -8% -13%
Attractiveness of home 24% 63% 18% 56% -6% -7%
Living Close to Your Job 29% 54% 42% 71% 12% 18%
Spanish spoken 36% 66% 38% 57% 2% -8%
Living Close to Certain Stores 25% 56% 22% 60% -3% 5%
Attractiveness of neighborhood 12% 51% 18% 56% 7% 5%
Community Organizations 11% 43% 14% 58% 4% 15%
Cultural events in neighborhood 3% 40% 15% 49% 12% 9%
I Because of rounding, percentage changes may appear slightly incorrect.
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Now
Respondents' preferences for the most part remained similar from when they first moved
to Lawrence to now with a few subtle changes. While factors that initially attracted
survey respondents to Lawrence-living close to one's family and adequately sized,
affordable housing-remained important, other factors increased in their importance.
The attractiveness of one's home and living close to one's job became more important.
Surprisingly, the importance of good public schools declined. That schools declined in
importance is especially surprising because the percentage of respondents with school-
aged children (children between 5 and 17) increased from 38% when respondents first
moved to Lawrence to 54% now. Perhaps, as a way to cope with living in a community
with poor public school quality, respondents thought schools were less important.
Though housing affordability remained one of the top factors in choosing where to live,
residents perceived a decline in affordability. The number of respondents who strongly
agreed that their home was affordable declined by 19 percentage points to 31%.
However, the percentage of respondents that strongly agreed or agreed that their home
was affordable remained constant (See Figure C-2). This is not surprising given that
Lawrence has seen some of the fastest increases in housing prices in the nation, but still
remains as one of the least expensive locations in the Boston metro region.2
Similar to the drop in affordability, only 44% of respondents strongly agreed that they
lived close to family or friends, down from 59% when residents first moved to Lawrence
(See Figure C-2). This could indicate that because living close to family and friends
declined in importance respondents moved to places that were a little further removed
from their families and friends. It could also point to increasing mobility through auto
ownership, making it less important to live close to friends and family.
While home size and neighborhood safety were important in determining where to reside,
respondents were satisfied with the size of their homes, but not with safety in their
neighborhoods. In fact, the percentage of respondents that strongly agreed that their
2 Hoyt, 2005.
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neighborhood was safe declined slightly from an already low 2 5 % to 20%. On the other
hand, the percentage of respondents that strongly agreed or agreed that their
neighborhood was safe increased slightly from 46% to 51% (See Figure C-2).
Respondents' perceptions of the public schools declined from 20% of residents strongly
agreeing and 54% strongly agreeing or agreeing that there were good public schools
when they first arrived in Lawrence down to 12% and 4 1%, respectively (See Figure C-
2). This decline is likely due in part to the Lawrence Public Schools being placed in
receivership in the late 1990s.3
Though living close to one's job and the attractiveness of one's home became more
important factors, respondents' perceptions of proximity to one's job improved, but their
perceptions of the attractiveness of their homes declined. The percentage of respondents
who strongly agreed that they lived close to their job increased from 29% to 42%, and the
percentage of respondents who strongly agreed or agreed that they lived close to their job
increased from 54% to 71%. Just 18% of respondents strongly agreed that their home
was attractive now, down from 24% when respondents first moved to Lawrence (See
Figure C-2).
Several other shifts are worth noting as well. First, there was a large decline in the
importance of living next to certain stores, perhaps as a result of assimilation or increased
mobility. Second, there was a more subtle increase in the importance of community
organizations and community cultural events. It is likely that community organizations
and community cultural events are not readily apparent until residents live in the
community for a certain amount of time. This increase in importance also probably
reflects respondents' getting involved in their conmmunity as their tenure increases. Once
they become involved in community organizations or cultural events, those factors may
become more important.
3 Andors, 1999.
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From this analysis, it seems likely that housing affordability, proximity to friends and
family, and home size were key determinants in choosing to live in Lawrence. These
same factors with the addition of proximity to their jobs and to a lesser extent a new
interest in community cultural events and community organizations induced respondents
to stay.
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APPENDIX D:
DETAILED CHARTS OF SURVEY RESPONSES
The charts below show detailed data for survey responses for Latino Asset-Builders
(LABs), Latino Minimal Asset-Builders (LMABs), LAB Stayers, LAB Leavers, Asset-
Holder Stayers, and Asset-Holder Leavers. These charts are meant to supplement
simplified charts in the body of this thesis.
1. Latino Asset-Builders
Figure D- 1: Latino Asset-Builders: Important factors in choosing a home
Factor First arrived Now Change in
Percent Percent Percent
Ranking Ranking Respondents
Factor Very Factor Very Ranking Factor
Rank Important Rank Important Very Important
Living Close to Family 68 48 -20
Living Close to Certain Stores
Affordability of Home 56_52_-4
Safety in neighborhood 50 47 -3
Living Close to Your Job 47 46 -1
Good schools 8 46 -38
Size of home 46 54 8
Spanish spoken 45 36 -9
Attractiveness of home 37 46 9
Attractiveness of neighborhood 36 31 -5
Cultural events in neighborhood ( 16 25 9
Community Organizations 15 23 8
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Figure D-2: Latino Asset-Builders: Ratings of factors in Lawrence
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Factor First Change in percentage
rating their
Percentage rating Percentage rating neighborhood very
their neighborhood their neighborhood highly
Highly Highly Highly
Very and very Very and very Very and Very
Highly highly Highly highly Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 68% 84% 47% 75% -21% -9%
Affordability of Home 47% 66% 28% 67% -19% 1%
Size of home 29% 59% 43% 81% 14% 22%
Safety in neighborhood 23% 35% 21% 53% -2% 17%
Good schools 23% 57% 16% 57% -7% 0%
Attractiveness of home 10% 39% 14% 49% 4% 10%
Living Close to Your Job 42% 48% 43% 68% 1% 19%
Spanish spoken 47% 70% 41% 65% -6% -5%
Living Close to Certain 37% 63% 25% 75% 
-12% 12%
Stores
Attractiveness of 21% 41% 27% 68% 6% 26%
neighborhood
Community Organizations 10% 35% 14% 54% 5% 19%
Cultural events in 3% 37% 16% 46% 13% 9%
neighborhood I I I I _II
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2. Latino Minimal Asset-Builders
Figure D-3: Latino Minimal Asset-Builders: Important factors in choosing a home
Factor First arrived Now Change in
Percent Percent Percent
Ranking Ranking Ranking
Factor Very Factor Very Factor Very
Rank Important Rank Important Important
Living Close to Family 65% 47% 18%
Living Close to Certain 27% -14%
Stores -MR ,
Affordability of Home 50% 42% -8%
Safety in neighborhood 18% 20% 2%
Living Close to Your Job 30% 35% 5%
Good schools 37% 30% -7%
Size of home 56% 45% -11%
Spanish spoken 60% 41% -19%
Attractiveness of home 33% 40% 7%
Attractiveness of 25% 25% 0%
neighborhood
Cultural events in 0%
neighborhood
Community Organizations 5% 20% 15%
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Figure D-4: Latino Minimal Asset-Builders: Ratings of factors in Lawrence
Factor 1 First arrived I Now Change in
percentage rating
Percentage rating Percentage rating their neighborhood
their neighborhood their neighborhood very highly
Highly Highly Highly
Very and very Very and very Very and Very
Highly highly Highly highly Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 53% 89% 37% 79% -16% -11%
Affordability of Home 47% 68% 39% 67% -8% -2%
Size of home 42% 68% 47% 84% 5% 16%
Safety in neighborhood 6% 33% 16% 32% 10% -2%
Good schools 32% 58% 21% 58% -11% 0%
Attractiveness of home 6% 31% 22% 44% 16% 13%
Living Close to Your Job 22% 67% 37% 63% 15% -4%
Spanish spoken 44% 81% 39% 61% -5% -20%
Living Close to Certain Stores 35% 65% 25% 70% -10% 5%
Attractiveness of 26% 63% 32% 79% 5% 16%
neighborhood
Community Organizations 11% 47% 11% 58% 0% 11%
Cultural events in 0% 50% 25% 60% 25% 10%
neighborhood I I IIII
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3. Comparison of Latino Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders
Figure D-5: Latino Asset-Builders and Latino Minimal Asset-Builders: Rankings of
preferences for homes when they first arrived in Lawrence and now'
Factor Asset Builders Non/Minimal Asset Builders
First moved Now First moved Now
Living Close to Family 1 3 1 1
Living Close to Certain 2 12 5 8Stores
Affordability of Home 2 2 4 3
Safty in neighborhood 4 4 10 11
Living Close to Your Job 5 5 8 6
Good schools 5 5 6 7
Size of home 7 1 3 2
Spanish spoken 8 8 2 4
Attractiveness of home 9 5 7 5
Attractiveness of 10 9 9 9
neighborhood
Cultural events in I1 10 12 10
neighborhood
Community Organizations 12 11 11 11
The factors in bold are those associated with the ethnic enclave and factors in italics are those associated
more the mainstream.
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4. Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers
Filgure D-6: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers: Preferences for homes when
thev first arrived and now
Factor First arrived _Now
Stayers Leavers Stayers Leavers
Living Close to Family r___3 8
Living Close to Certain Store 7 12
Affordability of Home 4
Safety in neighborhood 5 5
Living Close to Your Job 7
Size of home 3 2
Attractiveness of home 10
Good schools 6 3
Spanish spoken 9
Attractiveness of neighborhood 2 6
Community Organizations 12 11
Cultural events in neighborhood 10
Figure D-7: Latino Asset-Builder Stayers and Leavers: Current Home Preferences
Factor Stayers (Now) Leavers (Now)
Percent Respondents Percent Respondents
Ranking Factor Very Ranking Factor Very
Rank Important Rank Important
Living Close to Your Job 38% 58%
Size of home 63% 54%
Good schools 42% 
53%
Affordability of Home 53% 50%
Safety in neighborhood 58% 47%
Attractiveness of home 58% 38%
Attractiveness of neighborhood 32% 38%
Living Close to Family 47% 28%
Spanish spoken 42% 23%
Cultural events in neighborhood 32% 21%
Community Organizations 37% 16%
Living Close to Certain Stores 26% 0%
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Figure D-8: Latino Asset Builder Stayers: Perceptions of factors in their
home/neighborhood when they first arrived in Lawrence and now. 2
Factor First arrived Now Change in percentage
rating their
Percentage rating Percentage rating neighborhood very
their neighborhood their neighborhood highly
Highly Highly Highly
Very and very Very and very Very and Very
Highly highly Highly highly Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 67 87 35 64 -32 -23
Affordability of Home 47 60 29 70 -18 10
Size of home 31 56 47 94 16 38
Safety in neighborhood 33 39 29 58 -4 19
Good schools 20 40 12 59 -8 19
Attractiveness of home 31 37 35 82 4 45
Living Close to Your 43 43 35 58 -8 15
Job
Spanish spoken 33 73 53 65 20 -8
Living Close to Certain 28 63 25 81 -3 18
Stores
Attractiveness of 13 40 18 53 5 13
neighborhood
Community 6 26 31 87 25 61
Organizations
Cultural events in 7 27 23 70 16 43
neighborhood I I I I I
2 Bold font indicates that more than 40% responded very highly or more than 60% responded very highly
or highly.
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Figure D-9. Latino Asset Builder Leavers: Perceptions of factors in the
home/neighborhood when they first arrived and now3
Bold font indicates that more than 40% responded very highly or more than 60% responded very highly
or highly.
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Factor First arrived Now Change in percentage
rating their
Percentage rating Percentage rating neighborhood very
their neighborhood their neighborhood highly
Highly Highly Highly
Very and very Very and very Very and Very
Highly highly Highly highly Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 63 72 50 83 -13 11
Affordability of Home 46 73 25 67 -21 -6
Size of home 33 75 46 69 13 -6
Safety in neighborhood 9 18 14 36 5 18
Good schools 20 60 15 38 -5 -22
Attractiveness of home 17 50 15 46 -2 -4
Living Close to Your 44 55 62 77 18 22
Job
Spanish spoken 60 70 31 62 -29 -8
Living Close to Certain 40 60 15 61 -25 1
Stores
Attractiveness of 9 27 7 38 
-2 11
neighborhood
Community 0 55 15 23 15 -32
Organizations
Cultural events in 18 54 0 25 -18 -29
neighborhood
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5. Asset-Holder Stayers and Leavers
Figure D- 10: Asset-Holder Stayers and Leavers: Current Home Preferences
Factor Stayers (Now) Leavers (Now)
I Rank
Affordability of Home
Living Close to Family
Safety in neighborhood
Size of home
Living Close to One's Job
Attractiveness of neighborhood
Good schools
Living Close to Certain Stores
Cultural events in neighborhood
Attractiveness of home
Community Organizations
Spanish spoken
Percent Respondents
Ranking Factor Very
Important
81%
75%
69%
63%
50%
50%
38%
31%
19%
19%
13%
6%
Rank
Percent Respondents
Ranking Factor Very
Important
50%
42%
52%
33%
50%
42%
46%
8%
20%
29%
21%
13%
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Figure D- 11: Asset-Holder Stayers and Leavers: Current Ratings of Factors4
Factor Stayers (Now) Leavers (Now)
Percentage of respondents rating Percentage of respondents rating
their home: their home:
Very Highly or Very Highly or
Very Highly Highly Very Highly Highly
Living Close to Family 38% 69% 42% 71%
Affordability of Home 38% 81% 28% 76%
Size of home 56% 94% 24% 76%
Attractiveness of home 25% 8 l % 16% 68%
Living Close to One's 56% 88% 48% 88%
Job
Spanish spoken 25% 31% 32% 52%
Living Close to Certain 20% 80% 8% 36%
Stores
Cultural events in 13% 50% 16% 36%
neighborhood I I I
4 The highlighted factors are those where these seems to be a large and meaningful discrepancy between
Stayers and Leavers.
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